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in terms of financial assistance, espe-
cially when NSF funding overall is in-
creasing and also since the co-found-
ing, which is scheduled to increase in 
this budget year, should be matched by 
a similar increase in the base EPSCoR 
program. 

I know that the report prepared last 
fall by the Senate Labor and Human 
Resources Committee endorsed by 
EPSCoR program, and we on the Sen-
ate Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation Committee are equally sup-
portive. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, S. 1046 is deemed 
read a third time, the Labor Com-
mittee is discharged from further con-
sideration of H.R. 1273 and the Senate 
will now proceed to its consideration. 
Under the previous order, all after the 
enacting clause is stricken, the text of 
S. 1046, as amended, is inserted in lieu 
thereof, and the bill is deemed read a 
third time. 

The bill (H.R. 1273), as amended, was 
deemed read a third time. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is, Shall the bill pass? On this 
question, the yeas and nays have been 
ordered, and the clerk will call the 
role. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the 

Senator from Oklahoma (Mr. INHOFE) is 
necessarily absent. 

The result was announced—yeas 99, 
nays 0, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 127 Leg.] 
YEAS—99 

Abraham 
Akaka 
Allard 
Ashcroft 
Baucus 
Bennett 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Brownback 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Burns 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Cleland 
Coats 
Cochran 
Collins 
Conrad 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D’Amato 
Daschle 
DeWine 
Dodd 
Domenici 
Dorgan 
Durbin 
Enzi 

Faircloth 
Feingold 
Feinstein 
Ford 
Frist 
Glenn 
Gorton 
Graham 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Harkin 
Hatch 
Helms 
Hollings 
Hutchinson 
Hutchison 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnson 
Kempthorne 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Kyl 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 

Lott 
Lugar 
Mack 
McCain 
McConnell 
Mikulski 
Moseley-Braun 
Moynihan 
Murkowski 
Murray 
Nickles 
Reed 
Reid 
Robb 
Roberts 
Rockefeller 
Roth 
Santorum 
Sarbanes 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith (NH) 
Smith (OR) 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Torricelli 
Warner 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING—1 

Inhofe 

The bill (H.R. 1273), as amended, was 
passed. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 

the bill was passed, and I move to lay 
that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mrs. BOXER addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from California. 
Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that I may speak 
as in morning business for 3 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

PATIENTS’ BILL OF RIGHTS 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, earlier 
this morning, some of us were on the 
floor urging the Senate to bring up the 
Patients’ Bill of Rights, a very impor-
tant bill that would essentially protect 
patients from decisions made by ac-
countants and bureaucrats in insur-
ance companies and have their health 
care decisions made by physicians. 

I was talking with the Senator from 
North Dakota who has been presenting 
a number of cases that proves our point 
as to why this legislation is needed, 
and he shared with me a most extraor-
dinary case coming out of California. I 
am going to tell the Senate about this 
case, because we cannot close our eyes 
to what is happening. 

I share with you the case of Joyce 
Ching from Agoura, CA. Joyce Ching 
lived with her husband David and 5- 
year-old son Justin. In 1992, when 
David switched jobs, he was offered an 
array of plans, but Joyce convinced 
him to join an HMO because she want-
ed the entire family to go to the same 
place to get their care. 

In the summer of 1994, Joyce got 
sick. She began to suffer from severe 
abdominal pain and from rectal bleed-
ing. The pain was so excruciating that 
some days she couldn’t even get out of 
bed to be with her son. She visited her 
HMO doctor and was refused referral to 
a specialist. 

I am not a physician, but I know 
enough people who have had problems, 
and when you have rectal bleeding, 
that is a sign that something is amiss. 
Yet, this HMO did not refer her to a 
specialist. Do you know what her doc-
tor in the HMO told her? That her 
symptoms would be alleviated by a 
change in diet. 

She changed her diet, and the symp-
toms were not alleviated. Fearing that 
her illness could hamper her chances of 
having a second child, she continued to 
complain to the physician that her 
pain was getting worse, and the doctor 
said, ‘‘Give your diet time,’’ and still 
would not refer her to a specialist. 

Finally, after nearly 3 months and 
countless visits, she was referred to a 
gastroenterologist, but it was too late. 
Joyce, 34 years old, was diagnosed in 
the final stages of colon cancer. 

What is so shocking about this case 
is that her doctor never really listened 
to her concerns and never sent her to a 
specialist. When you find out why, it 
will send chills up and down your 
spine. There was a deal in that HMO. 

They looked at Joyce’s profile and they 
decided: A healthy woman in her thir-
ties, we can’t spend more than $28 a 
month on Joyce. 

I will conclude with this, Mr. Presi-
dent. The HMO’s accountants decided 
that Joyce should cost the HMO $28 a 
month, and they told the doctor, ‘‘If 
she costs you any more than that, your 
clinic will have to pay out of its own 
pocket.’’ So there was a deal made to 
give incentives to that clinic not to 
treat this woman, and she is gone. She 
is gone forever from the lives of her 
husband and her beautiful son, and she 
died at 34. 

I have to say, when we stand up here 
day after day with these cases, it is not 
to hear the sound of our own voices, be-
cause there are thousands and thou-
sands of stories like this, and people 
want action. They want decisions made 
by physicians. They want patients and 
physicians to be honest with each 
other. They don’t want incentive pay-
ments to doctors so that they will not 
be treated. This is a tragedy that you 
cannot even measure, Mr. President. I 
call on the leadership to allow us to 
bring up the Patients’ Bill of Rights. I 
yield the floor. 

f 

RECESS UNTIL 2:15 P.M. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will 
stand in recess until 2:15 p.m. 

Thereupon, at 12:47 p.m., the Senate 
recessed until 2:15 p.m.; whereupon, the 
Senate reassembled when called to 
order by the Presiding Officer (Mr. 
COATS). 

f 

AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH, EX-
TENSION, AND EDUCATION RE-
FORM ACT OF 1998—CONFERENCE 
REPORT 

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the conference report. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the hour of 2:15 hav-
ing arrived, the Senator from Texas is 
recognized to move to recommit the 
conference report accompanying S. 
1150. 

Mr. ROBERTS addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Kansas. 
Mr. ROBERTS. I suggest the absence 

of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that Mikki 
Holmes, an intern, be allowed on the 
floor for the duration of this debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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Mr. WELLSTONE. I suggest the ab-

sence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator is recognized under the 
previous order. 

MOTION TO RECOMMIT 
Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I send a 

motion to the desk and ask for its im-
mediate consideration. I will have it 
read. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the motion. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Texas [Mr. GRAMM] 

moves to recommit the conference report on 
S. 1150, the Agricultural Research, Exten-
sion, and Education Reform Act of 1998 to 
the committee on conference with instruc-
tions to the managers on the part of the Sen-
ate to insist that the expansion of Food 
Stamp eligibility in Title V, Subtitle A, sec-
tion 503 shall only apply to refugees and 
asylees who were lawfully residing in the 
United States on August 22, 1996. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas. 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, it is 
clear to me, from the debate we had 
earlier, that it is going to be somewhat 
difficult to get people to debate this 
issue. However, let me try by being 
frank and yet fair to everybody. I 
would like to outline what happened to 
this bill in conference, and why I be-
lieve it is important that this motion 
pass. 

First of all, let me remind my col-
leagues that the Senate adopted a bill 
to promote ag research. It is a bill that 
I would assume 100 Members of the 
Senate support. 

My State is a very substantial bene-
ficiary of ag research. The institution 
which I love more than anything, other 
than my family, Texas A&M, is a major 
ag research institution. Needless to 
say, no one should be surprised that I 
am in favor of ag research. In addition, 
I am a supporter of research in general. 

In 1965, we were spending 5.7 cents 
out of every dollar we spent in the 
budget on general research. That is 
now down to 1.9 percent of the budget 
on research, because rather than in-
vesting money in new technology, new 
products, and new science for the next 
generation, we are being driven by poli-
tics to invest in the next election by 
spending money on programs that have 
big constituencies in the next election 
rather than beneficiaries in the next 
generation. Again, I support agri-
culture research. The Senate bill went 
to conference on a unanimous vote, and 
the House passed a bill that was an ag 
research bill. However, the nature of 
the bill changed in conference, and it 
changed dramatically. Many other pro-
visions were added to the conference 
report that were never voted on in the 
Senate and never voted on in the 
House. 

The major provision that I want to 
address in this motion to recommit 
with instruction is the provision hav-
ing to do with food stamps. My col-
leagues will remember that while we 
had a contentious debate on welfare re-
form, when it came time to call the 
roll on August 22, 1996, we passed a 
comprehensive welfare reform bill on 
an overwhelming bipartisan vote. Part 
of that welfare reform process was set-
ting much higher standards on food 
stamps and eliminating the 
attractiveness of welfare in general, 
and food stamps in particular. We were 
trying to change the law to eliminate a 
situation where, over the last 25 years, 
we had seen a change in the welfare 
law. People were actually being at-
tracted to America not with their 
sleeves rolled up, but with their hands 
held out seeking benefits paid for by 
someone else’s labor. 

This bill, unfortunately, takes a 
major step backward. This bill re-insti-
tutes $818 million worth of food stamps 
that were eliminated in the welfare re-
form bill. I remind my colleagues that 
the Senate did not vote on the food 
stamp provisions in this bill. In addi-
tion, the bill, as it was voted on in the 
House, did not contain these food 
stamp provisions. Yet, in conference, 
as part of the age-old logrolling process 
of putting a bill together to be a grab 
bag for everybody, a provision was 
added that provided $818 million worth 
of food stamps for immigrants. The 
President was a major supporter of this 
provision. In fact, yesterday, our dis-
tinguished ranking member, Senator 
HARKIN, called this provision a major 
step toward fulfilling a promise that 
was made by our President. 

Well, our President was not for wel-
fare reform when it was debated and 
basically was shamed into signing it. 
What he said at the time was that he 
intended to go back and undue major 
parts of it. This provision, in fact, ful-
fills part of that commitment. 

This motion is drafted very, very 
narrowly. It simply says to not touch 
the welfare benefits added back for 
people that were already here on Au-
gust 22, 1996. Go ahead and take those 
provisions, but don’t set out a provi-
sion in law that is giving new food 
stamps to people who might choose to 
come in the future. 

There is a provision in this bill that 
would give 7 years of eligibility for 
food stamps to people who come and 
who declare themselves refugees in the 
future. Under the provision in the bill, 
whether they come next year or 20 
years from now, they can come and de-
clare themselves refugees and qualify 
for 7 years of food stamps. Mr. Presi-
dent, I think that is providing the 
wrong incentive for people to come to 
America. 

Let me also say that I am a strong 
supporter of legal immigration. I don’t 
want to tear down the Statue of Lib-
erty. I don’t want to build a wall 
around America. There is still room for 
hard-working, dedicated people with 

big dreams to come to America. But I 
want the dream to be of working and 
succeeding, not getting on welfare and 
food stamps. 

What my amendment simply says is 
that the one provision of this bill that 
is prospective whereby providing food 
stamps into the future for seven years 
would be stricken. However, the refu-
gees and asylees who are already here 
on August 22, 1996, would be able to re-
ceive food stamps for seven years. 

Our colleagues are going to say that 
the world is coming to an end if we go 
back to conference and that somehow 
this bill will die. Everybody in the Sen-
ate and everybody in the House knows 
that ag research is not going to die. 
Everybody in the House and everybody 
in the Senate knows that crop insur-
ance is not going to die. 

If we send the bill back to con-
ference, we have an opportunity to 
begin to correct problems with the bill. 
Both the Speaker and the majority 
leader of the House have said, in one 
forum or another, that they are not in 
favor of this bill being considered in 
the House. By sending it back to con-
ference, we have an opportunity to 
begin the system of inducing modera-
tion into the bill, which I believe can 
speed up the day we obtain funding for 
agriculture research and crop insur-
ance. 

Let me say again that I support agri-
culture research, and crop insurance. I 
don’t think we should have to pay trib-
ute every time we put together a pro-
gram to try to promote job creation 
and economic growth in America. I 
don’t think that every time we have an 
agricultural bill that tries to move us 
toward a more competitive agricul-
tural system, we should have to pay 
tribute to people who always want an 
add-on such as the food stamp provi-
sions in this bill. The provision adding 
food stamps was little more than a 
tribute for allowing this bill to move 
forward. 

We can pass this bill without the food 
stamp provisions, but I am suggesting 
that we deal with one narrow part of 
the bill. I urge my colleagues to sup-
port this provision, because in this pro-
vision we don’t take any benefits away 
from the restoration contained in the 
bill for immigrants who were here 
when we passed the welfare bill in 1996. 
Certain legal immigrants who were 
here when the welfare bill passed will 
have benefits restored by this provi-
sion. This motion, if defeated, would 
send the signal that we want to create 
new benefits in the future that would 
allow you to come to America and can 
obtain food stamps. 

That, I think, is the wrong signal. It 
is not a signal I want to send. It is a 
signal that I think is destructive for 
those of us who believe in legal immi-
gration. 

So I urge my colleagues to support 
this motion to recommit with instruc-
tions. I remind my colleagues that the 
conference has not been discharged. We 
can go back to conference this after-
noon, and this provision can be voted 
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on. If it is adopted in conference, it can 
come back to the Senate, and it would 
probably pass unanimously. If it is re-
jected in conference, we at least know 
there has been a vote in conference. 

The point is, this bill is not going to 
die if we adopt this motion. I want peo-
ple to look at this provision and vote 
on it on its merits. If they will do that, 
I will be satisfied. 

I reserve the remainder of my time. 
Mr. LUGAR addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Indiana. 
Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I yield 3 

minutes to the Senator from Min-
nesota. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota is recognized for 3 
minutes. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
will try to do this in 3 minutes. First of 
all, I say to my colleague from Texas, 
what he is now willing to do is hold up, 
delay, and potentially kill, crop insur-
ance, which is extremely important to 
farmers in Minnesota and across the 
country, and research on alternative 
uses for agriculture products, crop dis-
ease, and research on scab disease in 
northwest Minnesota. 

He is willing to do this because he 
thinks there is some terrible wrong in 
this bill. I think it is a right. I think 
we are doing something that lives up to 
the very best in America. I say to my 
colleague and to people in the country, 
my colleague from Texas wants to hold 
this bill up because he finds it to be an 
offensive proposition that we should 
say that for legal immigrants we will 
make sure there is some assistance for 
those people who are elderly, disabled, 
and for small children. 

The Physicians for Human Rights re-
leased a report this past week finding 
an alarming amount of hunger and 
malnutrition among these legal immi-
grants. Food stuff use is on the rise. In 
the United States of America today at 
the peak of our economic performance 
we have people who are hungry and in 
jeopardy. What we ought to do here is 
restore some assistance for these legal 
immigrants. These asylees and refugees 
are people who have fled oppression in 
countries like Indonesia, China, you 
name it. They come to our country in 
the hope that we would be willing to 
extend a helping hand. 

My colleague from Texas talks about 
that as if it is a bad thing to do. I 
thought that is what we were about— 
people who fled persecution, people 
who were legal immigrants. Many of 
them were parents. My dad fled perse-
cution from Russia. For the U.S. Sen-
ate to say, ‘‘Look, we want to correct 
the harshness. We want to make sure 
there is some assistance for you to 
make sure you don’t go hungry if you 
are elderly, if you are disabled, if you 
are a small child, if you fled persecu-
tion from a country.’’ That is the right 
thing to do. Certainly we ought not to 
be holding up the agriculture research 
bill, which is so important to agri-
culture in our country and so impor-
tant to farmers in Minnesota. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. ROBERTS addressed the Chair. 
Mr. LUGAR. Let me inquire of the 

distinguished Senator from Kansas. 
Does the Senator require time at this 
moment? 

Mr. ROBERTS. I tell my distin-
guished chairman, if he could yield to 
me maybe 5 minutes. 

Mr. LUGAR. I yield 5 minutes to the 
distinguished Senator from Kansas. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kansas is recognized. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, I sup-
pose that some of what I am going to 
say is repetitive in that most of this 
was discussed during the general de-
bate. But I feel compelled to speak 
again because of the strong personal 
interest in this in behalf of myself and 
many of my colleagues who served on 
the House Agriculture Committee, and 
for that matter the Senate Agriculture 
Committee back in 1996. 

There has been a real success story in 
regards to the Food Stamp Program 
and reforms that have been initiated. 
In 1996, with all due respect to that 
program and others who supported it, 
it was a program out of control. It 
couldn’t even be audited. The inspector 
general came in, an inspector general 
from New York—a tough cop, by the 
way, named Roger Viadero, who has 
done an outstanding job, basically said 
that the Food Stamp Program could 
not even be audited due to the fraud, 
abuse, and organized crime involve-
ment. As a matter of fact, he had a 
tape that we showed during the Com-
mittee hearings which ended up on 60 
Minutes. And we know all the stories 
about the Food Stamp Program, about 
the waiting in line, people with food 
stamps exchanging them for cash and 
then buying things that obviously did 
not represent a nutritious market bas-
ket of food. 

They got a new inspector general. We 
exposed the fraud and abuse on 60 Min-
utes and saved $3 billion to $5 billion in 
regard to the fraud and abuse. Then we 
instituted major reforms. I am talking 
about the Senate Agriculture Com-
mittee and the House Agriculture Com-
mittee—$24 billion, as the distin-
guished chairman has pointed out. I 
just do not think that is a success 
story that can be equaled. 

As a matter of fact, as to the person 
in charge of the Food Stamp Program 
there were many allegations made in 
regard to the performance of duty. She 
resigned. It is in better hands. Then we 
gave these reforms to the States. The 
States have come back with adminis-
trative savings. That is where the $1.7 
billion comes in that has been referred 
to in terms of entitlement. And that 
money, I think, should be used for agri-
culture research, and I believe it also 
should be used for crop insurance and 
risk management. And, yes, there is 
some limited assistance in regard to 
food stamps. 

But let me refer to the comments 
made by the distinguished Senator 

from Texas whose concern I share. I 
certainly don’t want any social welfare 
program, food stamps or otherwise, to 
be a beacon for people to come to this 
country when they wouldn’t otherwise. 

But we are talking about refugees, 
and a refugee is defined as follows: A 
person who is fleeing because of perse-
cution, or well-founded fear of persecu-
tion, on account of race, religion, na-
tionality, membership in a particular 
social group or political opinion, and 
who is of special humanitarian concern 
to the United States. 

I don’t think people choose to be a 
refugee. That is just not the case. Peo-
ple are not fleeing their country to 
come to the U.S. with a beacon held 
out there saying ‘‘I am coming because 
of food stamps.’’ And we have a cap on 
the number of refugees. It will be 75,000 
admissions for the fiscal year as of 
1999. Who are these people? The Euro-
pean numbers are used largely for So-
viet religious minorities and Bosnians. 
East Asian numbers are for former Vi-
etnamese, reeducation, camp detain-
ees, and Laotians. I could keep on 
going down here. Basically, refugee ad-
missions have fallen significantly from 
over 100,000 per year during fiscal year 
1989. Now they are down to 75,000, and 
they are headed further downward. 

Here is the difference. The agri-
culture research bill’s food stamp pro-
visions mirror the SSI provisions of 
last year’s Balanced Both Houses have 
approved that. 

Let’s go back to the original food 
stamp reform that was passed in 1996 
that I just talked about. These welfare 
reforms eliminated the benefits for 
anywhere from 800,000 to 950,000 non-
citizens. This bill extends those bene-
fits back to the children, the elderly, 
and the disabled who were in the coun-
try before August 22. That is the day of 
enactment of the bill. And, yes, it does 
also extend the benefits to refugees and 
asylees who may have entered after the 
August 22, 1996, debate. That means the 
total of the benefits will be restored to 
250,000 people, not 900,000. I do not 
think this represents a step back from 
the far-reaching food stamp reforms 
that were passed back in 1996. 

I think if you take a hard look at 
these people, I don’t think the Food 
Stamp Program represents a beacon in 
regard to any kind of a reason that 
they would come to the United States. 
I have already read the definition. 

I thank the distinguished chairman 
for yielding me this time. 

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I yield 5 
minutes to the distinguished Senator 
from North Dakota. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota. 

Mr. CONRAD. I thank the Presiding 
Officer, and I thank especially the 
chairman of our committee. 

Mr. President, I rise to speak on be-
half of the research bill that we have 
before us. It has the title of ‘‘agricul-
tural research.’’ I think that is really 
somewhat misleading because this bill 
has a lot more in it than agricultural 
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research, although agricultural re-
search is critically important. Some 
who are not in agriculture may won-
der: ‘‘Why is it so important?’’ Let me 
just give them an example from my 
home State of North Dakota, one of 
the most agricultural States in the Na-
tion, traditionally one of the largest 
wheat producers, one of the largest 
barley producers, one of the largest 
sunflower and sugar beet-producing 
States in the Nation, and the State 
that produces the vast majority of the 
durum wheat that goes to make pasta 
which is enjoyed by all of America. 

Last year, we lost a third of the crop 
in North Dakota to a disease. That dis-
ease is called scab. Scab is a fungus. In 
North Dakota we have had 5 years of 
extremely wet conditions. People may 
recall that last year we had an extraor-
dinary set of disasters in North Da-
kota. That is just the continuation of a 
very severe weather pattern. Because 
of those overly wet conditions this fun-
gus is growing in the crops of North 
Dakota; this scab. It destroyed a third 
of the crop last year. That is stunning. 
That is a loss of $1.1 billion just in my 
little State of North Dakota in 1 year. 

In this bill there is a provision to 
provide $26 million over 5 years on scab 
research so we can attack this prob-
lem. That is a reason that this bill is 
important. That is not the only reason. 

There are many other important ag-
ricultural research priorities to keep 
America on the cutting edge and on the 
leading edge of production agriculture. 
It is very important for our people to 
understand that our chief competitors 
are spending far more supporting their 
producers than we are spending sup-
porting ours. In Europe they are spend-
ing about $47 billion a year to support 
their producers. We are spending about 
$5 billion. 

So we are asking our farmers to go 
out and compete against their farmers 
with their farmers having a substantial 
competitive edge. 

It is critically important that we not 
take everything away that our farmers 
are using to try to stay ahead of the 
competition. 

In addition, in this bill is the money 
to shore up the crop insurance system, 
also critically important to those areas 
that are experiencing losses as a result 
of these unusual weather patterns we 
are experiencing. Here on the east 
coast we have had, I think it is now, 13 
days of rain. We have already had 50 
percent more rain at this time of the 
year than is normal. And that is affect-
ing crops as well, because just like 
overly dry conditions have an adverse 
effect, so do overly wet conditions. 
That is what we are seeing, a very odd 
weather pattern across America this 
year. The crop insurance system needs 
to be strengthened and preserved. The 
funds to do it are in this bill. 

Now, our colleague from Texas comes 
along and he tells all of us, ‘‘I want to 
send this bill back to committee. I 
want to get some changes made. It 
won’t really endanger the legislation 
at all.’’ 

That is not true. Those of us who are 
on the Budget Committee understand 
what is at stake here. We understand 
that there is a budget resolution that 
has already passed this Chamber and is 
over in the other Chamber, and it takes 
a big chunk of the savings that are 
from the Agriculture Committee and 
uses them for another purpose. If this 
bill does not get passed and get passed 
quickly, we may lose these funds from 
agriculture altogether, and that would 
be a tragedy. 

I thank the Chair and yield the floor. 
Mr. REED. Mr. President, I rise 

today to express my support for the 
Conference Report on S. 1150, the Agri-
cultural, Research, Extension, and 
Education Reform Act of 1998. Cer-
tainly, there are a number of impor-
tant issues addressed in this bill, but 
none more critical than the provisions 
that would restore food stamp benefits 
to many elderly, children, and disabled 
legal immigrants. 

While I am pleased that over 70 Sen-
ators joined the effort to bring this 
Conference Report to the floor, I am 
disappointed that action on such an 
important and bipartisan bill has been 
needlessly delayed. My colleagues have 
demonstrated overwhelming support 
for this Conference Report. 

Like many of my colleagues, I was 
deeply concerned about provisions of 
the 1996 welfare reform law which de-
nied benefits to legal immigrants, par-
ticularly children, the disabled, and 
the elderly. The welfare reform law was 
necessary to help people move from de-
pendency to work, but it was not per-
fect. That is why we worked to restore 
Supplemental Security Income and 
Medicaid to legal immigrants in last 
year’s balanced budget agreement. 

With the Agricultural Research Con-
ference Report, we take another impor-
tant step to address the needs of our 
most vulnerable legal immigrants. 
Some states, including my home state 
of Rhode Island, have provided tem-
porary benefits to fill the void created 
by the welfare reform law, but a per-
manent and uniform federal solution is 
needed for this group of immigrants. 

Under the Conference Report, food 
stamp benefits would be restored to 
those legal immigrants who were in the 
United States when the welfare reform 
law went into effect on August 22, 1996, 
if they met certain conditions such as: 
(1) they are or become disabled; (2) 
they are children; or (3) they were over 
65 years old at the time the welfare re-
form law was enacted. In addition, the 
Conference Report restores food stamp 
eligibility to Hmong immigrants. 
While this Conference Report does not 
restore benefits to all legal immi-
grants, it is a positive and essential 
first step. 

Mr. President, our nation has pros-
pered from the tremendous contribu-
tions of immigrants who have 
strengthened our economy and brought 
vitality to our communities. Today, we 
have the opportunity to restore bene-
fits to children, elderly, and disabled 

legal immigrants—many of whom have 
worked and paid U.S. taxes. I urge my 
colleagues to oppose the motion to re-
commit and support the Conference Re-
port on S. 1150. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to support the conference re-
port to accompany S. 1150, the Agricul-
tural Research, Extension, and Edu-
cation Reform Act of 1998. This legisla-
tion contains very important provi-
sions that will help improve the deliv-
ery of safe, healthy, and value-added 
agricultural products to the American 
and world marketplace, and keep rural 
America strong. 

The conference report contains a pro-
vision very similar to one in S. 1597, a 
measure I introduced as a companion 
to a bill introduced in the House by 
Congresswoman STABENOW. This provi-
sion directs the Department of Agri-
culture to assemble FEMA-like Crisis 
Management Teams to respond to 
emergencies, like threats to human 
health from food-borne pathogens. And, 
USDA must work with other agencies 
to ensure coordinated information and 
actions in the event of such a crisis. 
This is a very important and non-regu-
latory way for the Federal government 
to identify, correct, and prevent future 
food supply contamination. 

S. 1150 contains a host of other im-
portant provisions, not the least of 
which is a funding mechanism to en-
sure that these new authorizations are 
paid for. USDA will be the site of a new 
Food Safety Research Information Of-
fice that will centralize and make pub-
lic research and scientific data on food 
safety issues. Wheat scab, which has 
been a multi-billion problem in Michi-
gan and in other barley and wheat pro-
ducing states in the North Central re-
gion, will be the subject of a new re-
search initiative. The crop insurance 
system will be made solvent. Precision 
agriculture, which uses high tech-
nology to reduce inputs like fertilizer 
and pesticides, will get new emphasis. 
And, USDA will conduct focused re-
search to help diversify the crops that 
make up our main food supply, so that 
it will be less vulnerable to disruptions 
due to weather, pests or disease. 

Mr. President, this is an important 
bill and I hope my colleagues will not 
vote to recommit the conference re-
port. That would send the wrong mes-
sage to a major sector of our economy 
and call into question Congress’ com-
mitment to a safe and abundant food 
supply. 

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 7 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Indiana is recognized for 7 
minutes. 

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, the re-
port with regard to the conferees on 
agriculture reform is supported by 17 
out of the 18 members of our com-
mittee. I make that point because the 
17 have written to our leader asking 
him for this debate. They are grateful 
for that opportunity. The 18th was pre-
dictably our colleague and a very val-
ued 
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member of the committee, the Senator 
from Texas, Mr. GRAMM, who objects to 
the conference report and has offered 
this recommittal motion as a way, in 
my judgment, of defeating the con-
ference report. 

Let me just offer a word of clarifica-
tion. As the chairman of the conference 
and one of the conferees, along with 
Senator COCHRAN and Senator COVER-
DELL on the Republican side, we sup-
ported the conference report after 
meeting with House colleagues who 
had very considerable enthusiasms of 
their own. This is not the first time 
that the Senate and House have met in 
a conference and have had to wrestle 
with issues that were distinctly dif-
ferent in the bills and have come to a 
compromise which, in my judgment, is 
a sound one, which was supported im-
mediately by all the conferees in the 
House and the Senate in both parties 
and by 74 United States Senators who 
have written to the majority leader 
supporting this conference report. 
They do so because it is extremely 
timely. There are farmers in the field 
now dependent upon the crop insurance 
provisions. 

If we are not successful today, of 
course, we will return to the con-
ference, but I have already turned to 
the conferees and they are unanimous 
that we should proceed with the same 
bill and we will be back in the Chamber 
delayed by days or weeks as the case 
may be. The Senate may then pass the 
conference report. Perhaps the distin-
guished Senator from Texas is correct 
that this is going to pass by a very 
large majority. But is it any more cer-
tain that this same conference report 
will pass days and weeks hence, if we 
can get floor time, than today? I doubt 
it. 

Now, the reason why conferees will 
not change the conference report is 
that the distinguished Senator from 
Texas has asked for a very narrow 
change that does not make a lot of 
sense. Let me review, Mr. President, 
respectfully, why I make that com-
ment. 

Before welfare reform, all legal aliens 
were eligible for food stamps, for SSI, 
the Social Security income payments, 
and for Medicaid. Before welfare re-
form, all of these persons were eligible. 
With the passage of welfare reform, 
most legal aliens became ineligible 
until such time as they became citi-
zens. 

But, Mr. President, follow carefully if 
you will. Refugees and asylees contin-
ued under welfare reform to be eligible 
for SSI, for food stamps, and for Med-
icaid. No new entitlement here. Wel-
fare reform simply continued their eli-
gibility from the pre-welfare reform 
days. 

Now, the balanced budget amend-
ment restored Social Security to some 
of the legal aliens; namely, to children, 
elderly, the disabled who were in this 
country on August 22, 1996, when we 
passed welfare reform. And it made 
asylees and refugees who already had 

benefits, who retained those, eligible 
now for 7 years of Social Security in-
come and Medicaid. 

Mr. President, you might ask, while 
we were at it we all passed this bill, the 
balanced budget amendment with en-
thusiasm. Why did we not change the 
food stamp provision from 5 years, 
which the refugees and asylees had, to 
7 years to conform with what we were 
doing on income and the rest? Well, we 
did not because the Finance Com-
mittee had jurisdiction over that par-
ticular money. The Agriculture Com-
mittee has jurisdiction over food 
stamps. We were not in the picture. We 
are today. The intent of the motion of 
the Senator from Texas is in essence 
over the idea that the 5 years the refu-
gees and asylees already had should 
not go to 7 years, and we should go 
back to conference to apparently 
knock back the 7 to 5. It is something 
which most Members find incompre-
hensible. 

The distinguished Senator has a larg-
er point, I believe, in his motion. He 
believes that however you phrase the 
food stamp situation, it is a beacon of 
hope for persons to come to our coun-
try, as he says, for years, for decades. 
Well, perhaps, but the asylees and the 
refugees are not swarming across our 
borders. They are people one by one 
who must present themselves and say 
and affirm: I am a potential victim of 
persecution, well-founded, and they 
have to prove that. If they do not prove 
it, they do not get in. And frequently 
people who had not gotten in went 
back and were killed. There are con-
sequences to those decisions. 

The people presenting themselves are 
Evangelical Christians; they are Jews 
from the former Soviet Union; they are 
Cubans who have tried to escape Cas-
tro; they are people who have fled from 
Somalia and from racial persecution in 
Bosnia recently. These are tough cases, 
and we recognized that in the welfare 
reform bill. We said keep them with a 
safety net because they do not have 
sponsors. They come with the shirts on 
their backs. And we have done so be-
cause we are a humane people. What 
sort of people are we to think about de-
nying persons who have come in these 
circumstances to our shores? This is 
not a neon sign advertisement. It is 
simply a fact of the kind of country we 
are. 

To send all of this back to conference 
over the fact that 5 years of eligibility 
these people now have should be 
changed to 7 seems to me to be an item 
the Senate should reject and do so deci-
sively. 

Finally, let me just simply say that 
LARRY CRAIG, the distinguished Sen-
ator from Idaho, has said: 

This is more than just a reauthorization 
bill. Legislation before the Senate today is 
an investment in the future and represents 
our commitment to America’s farm families. 
By providing the technical assistance and ex-
tension activities that help expand farm in-
come, improve resource management, and 
develop new crop varieties, federally funded 
agricultural research assures that our Na-

tion will continue to lead the world in farm 
production and help bolster the stability of 
our rural areas. 

I concur with that. This is not a 
question of an entitlement. It is the 
question of our commitment in the 
farm bill. 

We committed to America’s farmers, 
for a 7-year period of time, a propo-
sition—freedom to farm, the idea to 
manage your own land and plant for 
the future. And American farmers have 
responded to that. They have planted 
over 10 million more acres. They have 
raised their income. They have raised 
exports for America. But we said there 
will be a safety net in this transition 
from the old days of supply manage-
ment. It includes payments to farmers 
that decrease over the next 5 years. It 
includes the CRP, the Conservation Re-
serve Program, that tries to protect 
the environment for a 5-year period of 
time. We believe it needs to include 
farm research during this same period 
of the next 5 years, and crop insurance 
with those guarantees. The argument 
is, it could be done year by year, but 
this is not of great assurance to our 
farmers. 

So, for all these reasons, I ask the 
Gramm amendment be defeated and we 
move on, then, to prompt passage of 
the conference report. I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas. 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, let me 
explain why the amendment does make 
sense. And let me do it by going back 
to our welfare reform bill. I would like 
to remind my colleagues, not that pub-
lic popularity is the be-all and end- 
all—it can often be misleading in the 
short term—but I am sure many of my 
colleagues are aware that when asked 
what action by Congress in the last 4 
years they most approved of, the Amer-
ican people, in a set of polls taken last 
month, said ‘‘welfare reform.’’ What we 
did in welfare reform is, we set higher 
standards for welfare and we defined 
work as the norm, and we defined wel-
fare programs as temporary programs 
to help people help themselves. 

When we wrote the welfare reform 
bill in 1996, and I was active in it and 
was a conferee, this provision with re-
gard to refugees was a hard-fought pro-
vision. Prior to the 1996 bill, there was 
no limit on the amount of time that a 
refugee could get food stamps. Many 
people, including myself, wanted to set 
a strict limit on it, again with the idea 
that we were talking about transi-
tional help, but we wanted people to 
come to America, as millions have 
come—and millions of Americans have 
come as refugees; millions of Ameri-
cans have come as refugees since World 
War II. 

We know that many of these refugees 
are really economic refugees but they 
claim to be political refugees, and 
often it is very difficult to tell the dif-
ference because countries that have 
bad political systems normally have 
bad economic systems. 

So, after a real battle in conference, 
endless days of negotiations, we settled 
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on a 5-year limit. Now, in this bill, in 
a bill that, when it was considered in 
the Senate where it was amendable, 
there was no food stamp provision, 
there was no debate on this issue. 
When it was considered in the House, 
there was no provision expanding food 
stamps, no debate, no ability to amend 
it. Now we have a conference agree-
ment that adds $818 million back in 
food stamps that were denied as part of 
welfare reform. This bill is a major 
step toward overturning the welfare re-
form bill. 

I have singled out this provision be-
cause I think it is critically important. 
Whenever proponents of the provision 
in the bill debate it, they always like 
to talk about children, disabled, and el-
derly—and don’t we all?—because, ob-
viously, that is where we can focus our 
concern. But the provision that I am 
trying to deal with here has nothing to 
do with children, disabled, elderly, who 
were in the country on the day we 
passed the welfare reform bill. The pro-
vision that I am trying to deal with is 
the prospective provision which simply 
tries to draw a line and says that we 
passed a welfare reform bill, we nego-
tiated this out, and here we are, 2 years 
after it went into effect, raising the 
number of years that you can be on 
food stamps under the new welfare bill 
as an immigrant by an additional 2 
years. 

Why are we doing it? To quote one of 
the proponents, ‘‘It provides seamless 
protections so people can come, get 
food stamps, become citizens, and con-
tinue to get food stamps.’’ 

I want people to come to America to 
go to work. I want our assistance pro-
gram not to be a way of life. We de-
bated this issue 3 years ago, and those 
who believe that welfare should not be 
a way of life won on an overwhelming 
vote. Yet, over and over and over 
again, in little parts and parcels, we 
are undoing one of the major legisla-
tive activities that we have undertaken 
in this decade. This bill is such an ac-
tivity. 

So, I am not for the food stamp pro-
vision, but I am not asking my col-
leagues to strike it out. I am asking 
my colleagues to ask the conference to 
reconvene and to remove the prospec-
tive provision which says that anyone 
coming in the future can qualify as a 
refugee and get 7 years of food stamps. 
I believe that we are, through this pro-
vision, taking a step to go back to the 
days, which we have recently put be-
hind us, where we were asking people 
to come to America, not with their 
sleeves rolled up ready to go to work, 
but with their hand held out ready to 
go on welfare. 

This is a little issue. We are not talk-
ing about big amounts of money, but 
we are talking about a big principle: 
What do you want the beacon drawing 
people to America to be? Do you want 
the beacon to be welfare and food 
stamps? Or do you want the beacon to 
be the opportunity to live and work in 
the greatest country in the history of 
the world? 

So, to some people this may look like 
a small issue. We are not talking about 
much money, because this bill is a 5- 
year bill. Obviously, there are very few 
people—since you can get food stamps 
now for 5 years, extending it to 7 will 
affect only a few people in the last year 
of the bill. But the principle is a big 
principle, and the principle is, ‘‘what 
kind of America do you want, and what 
kind of American do you want?’’ I want 
people from all over the world, from all 
kinds of backgrounds, who share one 
thing—a dream of having the oppor-
tunity to come to America and work 
and build their dream and the Amer-
ican dream. That is what I am for. 
That is what this provision is about. 

I would like now, Mr. President, to 
yield 5 minutes to the Senator from 
North Carolina. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Pre-
siding Officer will inform Senators 
that the Senator from Texas has 12 
minutes 10 seconds remaining on his 
time. The Senator from Indiana has 8 
minutes. 

The Senator from North Carolina is 
recognized. 

Mr. FAIRCLOTH. Mr. President, I 
have few superlatives that I can claim 
as a Member of the Senate, but one of 
them is that I have spent 52 years in 
active agriculture, farming, and in all 
phases of it. I would be hard pressed to 
find the crop or the livestock interest 
that I have not, at one time or another, 
been involved in. 

North Carolina is home to some of 
the most productive and largest farms 
in the Nation and the finest agricul-
tural research universities, by far, in 
the Nation. I don’t think that I play 
second fiddle to any Senator in support 
for reauthorization of the agricultural 
extension bill. It is critical to the 
farmers of this country and to the uni-
versities and the ag research univer-
sities. But the bill also makes impor-
tant reforms to the Crop Insurance 
Program that will benefit farmers and 
taxpayers. Planting season is here, and 
we need to get it settled, and I am 
ready and anxious to do it. 

However, despite what I have just 
said, let me add, I don’t play second 
fiddle to any Senator in my support of 
real welfare reform. Workfare, not wel-
fare, was the platform I ran on for the 
Senate in 1992. The 1996 welfare reform 
bill, although watered down, was a real 
accomplishment for the 104th Congress. 
I preferred the first two bills that were 
vetoed by the President, but the third 
was still a good bill. That is why I am 
so disturbed that we are gutting the 
welfare reform and doing it in an agri-
cultural research bill. 

This bill restores food stamps for 
250,000 immigrants. We sit here and say 
very nicely, ‘‘But it doesn’t amount to 
much; it is only 2 years on to 5, so let 
the 2 years go.’’ Will next year be at 10? 
In the following session of Congress, do 
we go to infinity? That is the reason 
we have a $5.5 trillion debt today, be-
cause 2 years wasn’t very much, but 3 
would be fine, and we kept going. 

In effect, it says, 
Welcome to America. Come on, you don’t 

have to be productive. You know when you 
leave where you are and come to this coun-
try that you are going to be eligible for food 
stamps for 7 years, and by the time you get 
settled in, we will change the law where you 
will be eligible and you won’t ever have to 
work because we will feed you. 

We already restored SI payments. 
Now we are throwing food stamps for 
another $80 million. 

We also said that the welfare reform 
bill ended welfare as we know it. Unfor-
tunately, this agricultural research bill 
is welfare reform as we did it. These 
changes to the welfare reform law 
come at the insistence of President 
Clinton. He vetoed the first two welfare 
reform bills, and he has succeeded in 
rewriting the one that he signed. If he 
was going to start trying to rewrite it 
before the ink dried on it, he never 
should have signed it. 

I want the agricultural research bill 
without the food stamp provision to 
pass. Nobody is more in support of ag-
ricultural research and the whole agri-
cultural bill than I am. It is critical to 
North Carolina, but the food stamp 
provision is a another step toward re-
versal of the welfare reform bill. 

Mr. President, the Statue of Liberty 
holds a torch of freedom, not a book of 
food stamps and a lifetime right to not 
to have to work. That is the flag we are 
waving to people coming into this 
country: ‘‘Sit down, relax, you are 
home free.’’ The Senator from Texas is 
doing the right thing, and I am proud 
to support him. I thank the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
KEMPTHORNE). Who yields time? 

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I yield 3 
minutes to the distinguished Senator 
from Missouri. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri is recognized for 3 
minutes. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I rise in 
strong support of the conference report 
and urge my colleagues to oppose the 
motion to recommit. For those in agri-
culture, it is critical that we move this 
in a prompt and expedited fashion and 
avoid any additional delay. The time 
for passage is now. 

I congratulate Chairman LUGAR, Sen-
ator HARKIN and their staffs who have 
labored for months to bring this legis-
lation before us. Simply put, agri-
culture needs this now. Included in it 
are urgent reforms and funding nec-
essary to avoid a crisis which would 
undermine the viability of crop insur-
ance—a safety net that farmers in my 
State and across the country cannot do 
without. This legislation is fully offset 
and paid for and is supported by a 
united agriculture industry. After 
months of careful and deliberate nego-
tiations, a bipartisan agreement with 
the administration has been developed. 
It was an agreement with the adminis-
tration and it takes into account the 
need to get the President’s signature 
on it. I believe the work of the con-
ferees should be applauded and en-
dorsed with our support today. 
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I am particularly interested in the 

research title. We expect to see the 
world’s population double in the next 
30 years. The demand for food is ex-
pected to triple in the next 50 years. 
The world’s population wants more 
food, cheaper food, more nutritious 
food, safer food, food that is easier to 
prepare and they want it produced on 
less land with fewer chemicals and in a 
more environmentally sensitive man-
ner. 

Those individuals who produce food 
and fiber for this world today—encum-
bered with what otherwise would be 
conflicting mandates—have never faced 
a greater challenge. Technology is the 
answer. 

Remarkably, plant technology in this 
half-century has helped make it pos-
sible for the farmer, who in 1940 fed 19 
people, to feed 129 people today. 

Nobel prize-winning chemist Robert 
F. Curl of Rice University proclaimed 
that: ‘‘* * * it is clear that the 21st will 
be the century of biology.’’ The March 
27 article in Science Magazine entitled: 
‘‘A Third Technological Revolution,’’— 
after the Industrial and Computer- 
based revolutions—contends that: ‘‘Ul-
timately, the world will obtain most of 
its food, fuel, fiber, chemicals and some 
of its pharmaceuticals from genetically 
altered vegetation and trees.’’ 

The possibilities are breathtaking 
and the U.S. is poised to lead the third 
technological revolution as we unlock 
the secrets plant-by-plant and now, ge-
nome-by-genome. 

Simply put, this research is about 
meeting the world’s growing nutri-
tional needs, protecting U.S. jobs and 
preserving the environment. 

The legislation before us looks ahead 
to the challenges of the 21st century by 
providing additional funding on what 
all of us back home say is a priority; 
research. It provides $600 million for 
the Initiative for Future Agriculture 
and Food Systems. This will augment 
our federal commitment to undertake 
cutting-edge research in priority areas 
such as genome studies, biotechnology, 
food safety, precision agriculture and 
new use development. 

I cite as an example, the University 
of Missouri has just tested a new hy-
brid corn which when fed to swine re-
duces phosphorous in manure by a 
whopping 37 percent. The Monsanto 
Company, in my State, is using bio-
technology to produce cotton plants 
with genes that produce colors to re-
duce the need for chemical dyeing. 
From the corn plant, they have pro-
duced a human-like antibody that 
holds promise for allowing cancer pa-
tients to tolerate more frequent doses 
of a tumor-shrinking drug. The possi-
bilities are breathtaking and the U.S. 
is leading the charge. 

Let me say one thing to those who 
represent agriculture states. Almost 70 
percent of the USDA budget is not for 
research or export promotion or con-
servation or for subsidies to farmers— 
it is for food and nutrition programs, 
primarily the food stamp program. For 

those who have watched over the years 
as a greater and greater percentage of 
USDA funds have gone to welfare, 
often at the expense of programs that 
assist farmers and conservation, this 
legislation moves $1 billion back to ag-
riculture. 

While I understand that some here 
today would like to see less money for 
food stamps for legal immigrants, oth-
ers would like to see more. I recall that 
the Administration proposed in their 
budget that all this administrative sav-
ings go for legal immigrants and have 
threatened to veto crop insurance and 
research if it didn’t also include fund-
ing for food stamps for legal immi-
grants. 

The food stamp provisions of this act 
are an essential step to providing much 
needed assistance to certain legal im-
migrants. Attempts to undo this care-
fully-crafted bipartisan compromise 
will result in delay and ultimately un-
dermine the entire bill. 

The bipartisan leaders have worked 
hard to craft a bill that the President 
will accept. There should be no further 
delay and I urge my colleagues to re-
ject the motion to recommit and move 
swiftly to final adoption of the con-
ference report. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Mexico. 
Mr. DOMENICI. I don’t have any 

time, but I ask if somebody will give 
me a couple minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time to the Senator from New 
Mexico? 

Mr. GRAMM. How much time do we 
have on both sides? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas has 6 minutes, 47 sec-
onds; the Senator from Indiana has 4 
minutes, 43 seconds. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Do we have a time 
certain to vote, or when the time ex-
pires? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The vote 
will occur when all debate time has ex-
pired. 

Mr. GRAMM. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the Senator might have 5 
minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, and I won’t ob-
ject, but I hope if we are going to go 
down this path that the other side be 
afforded equal opportunity to have ad-
ditional time, if so requested. I don’t 
request it, but in case somebody does 
request it. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I say 
to the Senator from Indiana, what does 
he think about this? Does he want 5 
minutes himself if I get 5? 

Mr. LUGAR. Yes, Mr. President. Can 
we amend the request that there be an 
additional 5 minutes for me to speak? 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, the Sen-
ator is not going to speak on behalf of 
my amendment; he just wants to speak 
on the bill itself. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Will the Senator give 
me 2 minutes, and that will be enough. 

Mr. GRAMM. Let me repeat my re-
quest. Since the Senator is not going 
to engage in the debate before us, but 
has relevant comments about the bill 
before us, and we hope, obviously an-
other motion, infinite number of mo-
tions are in order, but we hope this will 
settle the order, I make a unanimous 
consent request that the Senator have 
5 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. LUGAR. Reserving the right to 
object, I renew my request that Sen-
ator DOMENICI have 5 additional min-
utes and I have 5 additional minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. GRAMM. I would like 5 addi-
tional minutes, then, as well. 

Mr. LUGAR. I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-

tion is heard. Who yields time? 
Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I sug-

gest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I yield 
the Senator from Alabama 3 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alabama is recognized for 3 
minutes. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I am 
very, very reluctant to rise in opposi-
tion to this conference report as it is 
presently constituted, and in support 
of the motion to return this legislation 
to the conference committee. I believe, 
however, that returning this legisla-
tion to the conference committee is 
the proper and appropriate thing to do. 
Having said that, I feel that there are 
some marvelous provisions contained 
within this bill. For example, agricul-
tural research is very important, and 
this legislation will strengthen and im-
prove the work being done to advance 
this field. Similarly, crop insurance 
will be made sound under this legisla-
tion. Both are matters of critical im-
portance to me. 

I do not believe that sending the leg-
islation back to the conference com-
mittee to fix this bill’s entitlement ex-
pansion in the Food Stamp Program 
will kill this bill or extraordinarily 
delay it or in any way jeopardize the 
fundamental reforms that are con-
tained in it. Sending the bill back to 
conference simply reflects routine 
business practices in this Senate. 

Under this legislation’s expansion of 
the food stamp entitlement, 250,000 new 
people will be added to the food stamp 
rolls. In my last campaign, I talked 
about the fact that the President had 
committed to undermining the welfare 
reform bill that was passed several 
years ago. These provisions have prov-
en that statement to be true. This bill 
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expands from 5 to 7 years the amount 
of time noncitizens can draw food 
stamps. It is an expansion of that pol-
icy, and it is the kind of expansion I 
think is not justified. Will we next year 
come back for 10 years? Will it be 15 
years? What will be the next revision? 

There will always be pressure for us 
to expand and expand and expand. I 
think we have to show some integrity 
and some fortitude on this issue. And 
so, with great reluctance, I have to say 
to the distinguished chairman of the 
committee and the members of that 
committee that I cannot vote for this 
bill. I cannot vote for it because I told 
the people of Alabama I was not com-
ing up here and voting for the under-
mining of the welfare bill that was 
passed last time. I cannot justify this 
expansion of the Food Stamp Program. 
So if we cannot send it back, I will be 
forced to vote no. I will hate to have to 
do that. I think supporting this motion 
to recommit the bill is the best way to 
address this issue. 

I thank the Senator from Texas for 
his leadership and courage in raising 
this important issue, because we have 
to get to a point in this country where 
we can contain our spending ten-
dencies, and if we do not, we will never 
maintain a balanced budget. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I yield 2 

minutes to the ranking member. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Iowa is recognized for 2 min-
utes. 

Mr. HARKIN. I thank my colleague 
and compliment him on his leadership 
on this bill and all aspects of the bill, 
on research on crop insurance and food 
stamps. 

I listened with some amusement to 
my friend and colleague from Texas 
talking about this issue, saying that it 
is principle, that he is doing this on 
principle. I know we passed the Bal-
anced Budget Act last year in the Sen-
ate. That extended from 5 to 7 years 
Medicaid and SSI to the same refugees 
and asylees we are talking about. I do 
not recall the Senator from Texas then 
offering an amendment to strike it out 
of the Balanced Budget Act. 

Mr. GRAMM. I voted no, I would like 
the Senator to be aware of that. 

Mr. HARKIN. I believe the RECORD 
will show the Senator from Texas 
voted when the Balanced Budget Act 
passed the Senate. 

Mr. GRAMM. I did. And I voted no. 
Mr. HARKIN. I believe the Senator 

voted aye when the Balanced Budget 
Act passed the Senate—maybe not on 
the conference report but when it 
passed the Senate. And that provision 
was in the Senate bill to extend it to 7 
years. 

Secondly, the Senator from Texas 
may be philosophically opposed to food 
stamps. That is fine. That is his posi-
tion—that may be his position. That is 
another debate for another time. We 
settled that in welfare reform, and we 

settled it in the Balanced Budget Act 
last year. 

All we are doing now is making food 
stamps compatible with Medicaid and 
SSI. So I hope the Senator would not 
hold our farmers hostage, because that 
is what is happening. We know full 
well, if this goes back to conference, it 
is dead. We have hundreds of thousands 
of farmers who need crop insurance 
this summer. Over 106,000 winter wheat 
policies right now will be up on Sep-
tember 30. Farmers all over the plains 
States will not be able to renew their 
policies. Many farmers use their crop 
insurance policies as collateral in order 
to secure an operating loan. So if we do 
not have that, thousands of farmers 
will not have access to the credit they 
need to get the crop in. That is why we 
need to pass this bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. LUGAR addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Indiana. 
Mr. LUGAR. How much time do I 

have remaining? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Indiana has 2 minutes 40 sec-
onds. 

Mr. LUGAR. I yield myself that time. 
Mr. President, let me make as clear 

as I can the parliamentary situation. 
We have tried, in the Ag Committee 
since last fall, to pass a sound research 
bill. We succeeded last fall. The House 
did not act finally until the end of the 
session and did not appoint conferees 
until a short time ago. 

It has been a very difficult con-
ference—not the first time such a thing 
has occurred. Conferences in the Con-
gress have occurred frequently. Com-
promises are made. 

Mr. President, to suggest glibly that 
we can go back to conference if the mo-
tion made by the Senator from Texas 
passes, simply excise what he wishes, 
and return to the Senate with a bill, is 
inaccurate. I have tested the conferees, 
and they will not change. The Senator 
from Texas may not change. Further-
more, if changes are made, the Sec-
retary of Agriculture has written to 
the committee that he will recommend 
the President veto the bill. Now we can 
all estimate, Is the President bluffing? 
Is the Secretary accurate? Will some-
body weaken on the House side—maybe 
many people—and suddenly see the 
light? Conceivably, Mr. President. And 
I pledge I will try. Patiently, for 6 
months, I have tried, and if need be, I 
will continue to do that. 

My prediction is, there will be a con-
siderable delay with regard to crop in-
surance, probably a year or 2 delay in 
terms of research, and in due course I 
have no idea what will happen on the 
food stamp issue. 

But, Mr. President, let me simply 
say, we have a remarkable possibility 
for achievement here today that I hope 
will not be defeated on a very narrow 
point. I understand the objections of 
our colleagues, but I understand an 
overwhelming majority, 74 Senators, 

expressed themselves in writing that 
this is their will. I hope we will have an 
opportunity to manifest it in passage 
of the report. 

I yield back our remaining time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Texas has 3 minutes 23 sec-
onds remaining. 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I yield 2 
minutes to the Senator from New Mex-
ico. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico is recognized for 
2 minutes. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I thank Senator 
GRAMM. 

I did not really think my few words 
would be this controversial, but I want 
to share with the Senate a concern. It 
is not just about this bill. But it seems 
to me that every day or so we are talk-
ing about an approach here in the U.S. 
Senate which essentially wipes out last 
year’s budget agreement. The corner-
stone to last year’s budget agreement 
was the caps we placed on discre-
tionary spending, both defense and do-
mestic. That means, written in the law 
are numbers that we said we will not 
violate; that we will not exceed this 
level of spending. 

Everybody who is getting anything 
from Government would like to turn 
those discretionary programs into 
mandatory programs, so they are not 
subject to the caps. Everybody would 
like to have a guarantee that their pro-
gram is going to get funded. That is 
what we call an entitlement or a man-
datory program. We are talking about 
that in this bill. We are talking about 
that in the tobacco bill in a very big 
way. 

What is happening now is that we are 
absolutely breaking the agreement we 
made, which was so solemn, about get-
ting our budget under control. Every 
time the budget bites and it squeals a 
little because a decision is tough, we 
find a way to avoid it and spend the 
money in another way. It is money 
nonetheless, and it is adding to the size 
of Government nonetheless. 

Frankly, I do not agree with Senator 
GRAMM’s position on this bill in terms 
of the food stamps provisions. But I, 
frankly, do not believe we ought to 
shut our eyes to a tendency that could 
become a very big stream. We are for-
getting about appropriated accounts 
and caps, understandings and agree-
ments, and finding brand new ways to 
fund programs that will be on auto-
matic pilot. 

I submit to you, from the taxpayers’ 
standpoint, there is absolutely no dif-
ference. If you are using a dollar of tax-
payers’ money to break the caps that 
we agreed upon or if you are spending 
a dollar for a new entitlement pro-
gram, it is the same effect. 

I hate to make this statement on this 
bill because I am not necessarily say-
ing the bill should go down to defeat. 
But I want to warn the Senate—and I 
am going to warn the Senate on every 
bill that circumvents the caps—that 
this is not the way we got to balance. 
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This is not what we promised the 
American people and the marketplace 
in terms of where we were going as a 
Congress, and I plan to call that to ev-
eryone’s attention on a regular basis. 

I yield the floor and thank the Sen-
ator for time. 

Mr. GRAMM. How much time do I 
have? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is 
1 minute remaining. 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I think 
Senator LUGAR put his finger on the 
situation when he said that the Presi-
dent would veto the agriculture re-
search bill and crop insurance if the 
bill didn’t contain $818 million worth of 
new food stamps adding 250,000 people 
to the food stamp rolls. I believe that 
is piracy. I do not believe the President 
would veto this bill. Further, I am con-
fident that we would override his veto, 
and I think it is imperative that we 
start standing up and defending the 
major actions we take, and welfare is 
one of those actions. 

This bill is going to effectively raise 
the level of spending in the Federal 
Government by $1.86 billion, because 
we are going to pay for four entitle-
ment programs in this bill, and we are 
going to free up $1.86 billion to be spent 
on discretionary spending. I intend to 
oppose the bill. I hope my colleagues 
will vote for this motion. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 

having expired, the question occurs on 
the motion to recommit the conference 
report to the committee on conference 
with instructions offered by the Sen-
ator from Texas, Mr. GRAMM. 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I ask for 
the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk called 

the roll. 
The result was announced—yeas 23, 

nays 77, as follows: 
[Rollcall Vote No. 128 Leg.] 

YEAS—23 

Abraham 
Allard 
Ashcroft 
Enzi 
Faircloth 
Gramm 
Gregg 
Helms 

Hollings 
Hutchinson 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Kyl 
Lott 
McCain 
Nickles 

Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith (NH) 
Snowe 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 

NAYS—77 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Bennett 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Brownback 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Burns 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Cleland 

Coats 
Cochran 
Collins 
Conrad 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D’Amato 
Daschle 
DeWine 
Dodd 
Domenici 
Dorgan 
Durbin 
Feingold 
Feinstein 
Ford 

Frist 
Glenn 
Gorton 
Graham 
Grams 
Grassley 
Hagel 
Harkin 
Hatch 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnson 
Kempthorne 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 

Kohl 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Lugar 
Mack 
McConnell 
Mikulski 

Moseley-Braun 
Moynihan 
Murkowski 
Murray 
Reed 
Reid 
Robb 
Roberts 
Rockefeller 
Roth 

Santorum 
Sarbanes 
Smith (OR) 
Specter 
Stevens 
Torricelli 
Warner 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

The motion was rejected. 
Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I move to 

reconsider the vote. 
Mr. HARKIN. I move to lay that mo-

tion on the table. 
The motion to lay on the table was 

agreed to. 
Mr. LUGAR addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Indiana. 
Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I have re-

quests from other Senators wanting to 
speak on other subjects. I would ask 
the Chair, is it possible we could move 
to disposition of the business before us? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate on the conference re-
port? 

Is there further debate on the con-
ference report? 

Mr. KOHL. Yes. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Wisconsin is recognized. 
Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, I rise 

today in strong support of the Agri-
culture Research conference report. A 
great deal of thanks and appreciation 
is due to Senators LUGAR and HARKIN 
for their hard work and efforts to re-
form and prioritize USDA’s agriculture 
research, extension and education ac-
tivities. 

This conference report is extremely 
important to the agricultural commu-
nity. It invests $1.7 billion in agricul-
tural research to develop the new tech-
nology that will be used by farms in 
the next five to ten years, to solve the 
projected shortfall in crop insurance 
funding, and to support the Fund for 
Rural America. 

The nation’s Land-Grant Universities 
work with the USDA on issues ranging 
from the international competitiveness 
of our family farms, to new food borne 
illness problems, to ground water con-
tamination. We need to support their 
efforts with a robust research budget in 
line with other agencies’ research 
budgets. This bill puts us on the track 
to do that, and I support it. 

I am also pleased to speak in strong 
support of the provisions of this bill re-
storing food stamps to legal immi-
grants. 

Mr. President, I supported the 1996 
welfare reform law. The time had 
clearly come for radical change. We 
rightly concluded that nothing erodes 
the human spirit more readily than de-
pendence on handouts, and we insti-
tuted reforms based upon the principles 
of personal responsibility and hard 
work. 

But in some cases, a helping hand is 
truly necessary, and sometimes so 
much help is needed that only the Fed-
eral government is capable of providing 
it. This is clearly the case with respect 
to certain classes of legal immigrants. 

The welfare law provisions restricting 
legal immigrant access to food stamps 
went too far. 

Legal immigrants pay taxes and 
serve in our armed forces. They are not 
granted all the privileges of U.S. citi-
zenship, but are expected to fulfill 
most of the responsibilities of citizen-
ship. The ban on food stamps for elder-
ly, disabled and other needy legal im-
migrants from food stamps was harsh 
and unfair. 

While myself and others argued that 
point during debate on the welfare bill 
in 1996, the majority of us have learned 
it since then. In any case, we should all 
feel confident that we are doing the 
right thing today by voting for this 
bill. 

Mr. President, my support for the 
food stamps restoration is particularly 
heart-felt due to my concern for the 
Hmong and other legal immigrants 
from Laos and their families. As my 
colleagues may know, the Hmong 
fought along side our American men 
and women in the Vietnam War. They 
risked their lives on behalf of all that 
we hold dear in this country—freedom 
from oppression, democracy and the 
pursuit of happiness—and fled to the 
United States following the War out of 
fear of persecution. To them, we truly 
owe a debt of gratitude. 

There are 250,000 Hmong and Lao peo-
ple living in the United States, ap-
proximately 40,000 of whom live in Wis-
consin. Of those 40,000, roughly 7000 
lost eligibility for food stamps under 
the welfare law. And 75 percent of 
those individuals who have lost food 
stamps in Wisconsin live in households 
with children. 

The Hmong and highland people have 
enriched our country and enriched Wis-
consin. They have worked hard to sup-
port their families and give back to 
their communities. Simply put, we are 
thankful for all they did and thankful 
for the contributions they continue to 
make. 

Last year, we took steps to restore 
SSI benefits to the Hmong and other 
worthy immigrants, and today we are 
right to take this step with respect to 
food stamps. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
conference report. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate on the conference re-
port? 

The Senator from South Dakota. 
Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, I rise 

today to discuss the importance of 
passing the Conference Report on the 
Agricultural Research Bill, S. 1150. 

This bill has the overwhelming sup-
port of over 70 Senators, yet we have 
continued to struggle here in the Sen-
ate to get this critically important leg-
islation passed. 

In recent years, American agri-
culture has greatly changed. Because 
of the 1996 Farm Bill, our producers 
rely greatly on the crop insurance pro-
gram to protect them from production 
risk. The reforms in agricultural re-
search programs included in S. 1150 
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provide a roadmap for the future of ag-
riculture. As importantly, it includes a 
funding stream to fund important new 
investments in agricultural research 
and rural development by creating and 
funding The Initiative for Future Agri-
culture and Food Systems and by ex-
tending the Fund for Rural America. 

And yes, to the chagrin of some, this 
legislation reinstates food stamp bene-
fits for our most vulnerable legal im-
migrants. I would hasten to point out 
that these provisions are modeled on 
sections of last year’s Balanced Budget 
Act that restored eligibility for Sup-
plemental Security Income and Med-
icaid to some legal immigrants. 

I applaud the Chairman of the Senate 
Agriculture Committee and Senator 
HARKIN for their leadership in crafting 
the balanced compromise inherent in 
this legislation. Attempts to derail this 
compromise put at risk the important 
investments in agriculture and the 
sound research and crop insurance re-
forms included in the bill. 

Living in a state like South Dakota, 
I know first hand, and as most of you 
saw during last year’s disaster, what 
continual flooding can do to our pre-
cious farm land. Again, this year, eight 
counties in northeastern South Dakota 
are again experiencing severe flooding 
conditions. 

Without a strong safety net, crop in-
surance remains as the only safety net 
for producers to protect them from the 
vagaries of nature. This bill provides 
nearly $500 million for partial funding 
for this important risk management 
tool. 

I have been informed by several crop 
insurance agents in South Dakota that 
the Agricultural Research Bill must be 
passed soon or many producers face the 
possible cancellation of their policies. 
Keep in mind, these policies, are in 
many cases, the only protection pro-
ducers have from disasters which are 
not of their acts of mismanagement 
but as acts of nature. 

The bill covers all facets of federally 
funded agricultural research, includ-
ing: the Agriculture Research Service 
of USDA; the Cooperative Extension 
Service; Land Grant Universities such 
as South Dakota State University and 
competitive research and extension 
programs open to other entities. 

S. 1150 includes comprehensive re-
search provisions for our nation’s land 
grant universities. For example, South 
Dakota State University (SDSU) and 
other small state schools are protected 
in this bill by allowing a great deal of 
flexibility in how SDSU will meet new 
requirements that direct a percentage 
of all research and extension funds to-
ward multi-state, disciplinary, and in-
tegrated research and extension activi-
ties. For example, if SDSU is working 
on a project that may need expertise 
from the University of South Dakota, 
they will be able to include that to-
ward meeting the multi-state research 
component. 

I am also pleased that the conferees 
have agreed to authorize a competitive 

research program for tribal colleges, 
otherwise known as the 1994 institu-
tions. 

Unlike the significant research pro-
grams that have existed for decades for 
1862 and 1890 land-grant institutions, 
the 1994 institutions currently do not 
have authorization for an agriculture 
research program, and thus are not full 
partners in the land-grant system. 

This legislation mitigates this in-
equity by establishing a modest, com-
petitive research program for the 1994 
institutions. Funded research would 
address high priority concerns of local 
tribal, national, and multi-state sig-
nificance and would be conducted 
through cooperative agreement with 
1862 and 1890 land-grant institutions. 

Although it is true that some tribal 
colleges are not yet ready to conduct 
research, many of them have the capa-
bility. Some current research includes: 

(1) Water quality research: Conducted 
through contracts with Indian Tribes, 
which are required to meet certain 
standards under the federal Clean 
Water Act. 

(2) Wildlife research: Conducted by a 
handful of tribal colleges to evaluate 
and find solutions for the adverse im-
pact of pesticides on local wild bird and 
deer populations, and to research prob-
lems associated with amphibians and 
irrigation project lines. 

(3) Native plant research: Conducted 
because new development on and near 
tribal lands is taking a serious toll on 
wetland areas. This impacts the niche 
environment of native plants, which 
are traditionally used for medicinal 
and other purposes. This is an example 
of the kind of research that most larg-
er institutions would not focus on be-
cause it will not lead to large-scale 
production agriculture. Without the re-
search currently being conducted at 
Salish Kootenai College in Pablo, Mon-
tana, the nation risks losing some of 
our native plants. 

(4) Range cattle research: Currently 
underway at several tribal colleges, to 
address problems of range cattle tra-
versing streams and impacting water 
quality (and possibly impacting native 
trout and other fish populations). In 
addition, one tribal college is con-
ducting research and development on a 
new strain of more rigorous cattle. 

This is just a sampling of the kind of 
research currently ongoing at the trib-
al colleges. The primary focus of this 
research is on the use of niche products 
to develop and expand reservation 
economies; the preservation and cul-
tivation of land; and the strengthening 
of families and communities. 

The tribal colleges have not asked for 
millions and millions of dollars to con-
duct costly basic research. Rather, 
they ask for research authority to pro-
tect and improve the earth on which 
they live and to ensure the viability of 
the plants and animals with which 
they co-exist. 

Another provision of this legislation 
addresses an inequity in the 1994 land- 
grant extension program. Under the re-

authorization, 1994 institutions would 
be permitted to enter into cooperative 
agreements with any 1862 or 1890 insti-
tution in the United States, rather 
than being limited to agreements with 
only the 1862 in their state. 

This provision is important to the ef-
fort to create productive, cost-efficient 
extension programs in Indian Country. 
Under current law, to participate in ex-
tension programs, 1994 institutions are 
required to enter into cooperative 
agreements with the 1862 institution in 
their state, and funding for the pro-
gram goes to the 1862 institutions rath-
er than the 1994 institutions. 

In the case of Sitting Bull College, 
which straddles the border of North 
and South Dakota, and Din College, 
which has campuses in Arizona and 
New Mexico, this restrictive language 
could seriously hamper efforts to cre-
ate the most productive extension pro-
gram possible for the relevant service 
area. 

This clarification simply makes good 
business sense. Why should a 1994 or an 
1862 institution be prohibited, for fiscal 
or bureaucratic reasons, from 
partnering with an institution that has 
the expertise and resources that are 
most beneficial to the students and 
communities the institution serves? 

To correct this problem, the legisla-
tion states that 1994 institutions may 
enter into cooperative agreements with 
any 1862 or 1890 institution in the 
United States, rather than being lim-
ited to an agreement with only the 1862 
in their state. Further, the bill directs 
the Secretary of Agriculture to fund 
the 1994 institutions directly, rather 
than passing the funding through 
mainstream institutions. 

Again, Mr. President, passage of the 
Agricultural Research Bill is crucial to 
the future of American agriculture. 
Our Nation’s farmers and ranchers 
work hard each and every day. Not 
only do they produce an abundant sup-
ply of food, they produce it at the most 
inexpensive price to consumers in the 
entire world. 

With the support of over 70 Senators, 
this bill has enough support to pass 
with wide-ranging support. This bill 
enjoys the support of constituencies— 
both urban and rural, both—nutritional 
advocates and crop insurers. It would 
be a great travesty to allow this bill to 
fall victim to the philosophical 
ideologies of a very few. 

If we do not act on this immediately, 
it will show our lack of leadership to 
help some of our most valuable as well 
as our most vulnerable members of our 
society. 

I urge my colleagues to pass this bill. 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I appre-

ciate the efforts of the chairman of the 
Agriculture, Nutrition and Forestry 
Committee, Senator LUGAR and the 
Ranking Member, Senator HARKIN, on 
the research conference report. 

I want to highlight that over 70 Sen-
ators—including myself—signed a let-
ter to the majority leader urging him 
to give us an opportunity to vote on 
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this conference report as soon as pos-
sible. 

The conference agreements we 
worked out represent a very good pack-
age with four major components: crop 
insurance funding, agricultural re-
search funding, rural development ini-
tiatives and food stamp assistance for 
legal immigrants. 

I know that farmers who need crop 
insurance are very worried—and with 
good reason—that crop insurance poli-
cies will be canceled if this report does 
not pass. 

I know that the agricultural research 
community, with its Land Grant Uni-
versity system, very strongly supports 
this research funding so that America 
can be more competitive in world mar-
kets. 

In addition to benefiting farmers and 
the agricultural research community, 
the report benefits all rural residents 
thorough its rural development pro-
grams. 

Sometimes it is forgotten that most 
rural Americans are not farmers—this 
effort benefits both farmers and other 
rural Americans. 

I also want to speak briefly on the 
food stamp changes. The food stamp 
changes simply restore benefits for cer-
tain level immigrants. The changes are 
modeled on last year’s Balanced Budg-
et Act that restored eligibility for SSI 
and Medicaid to some legal immi-
grants. 

For example, the conference report 
would apply the provisions in the Bal-
ance Budget Act—that extended bene-
fits from 5 years, to 7 years, for refu-
gees and asylum seekers for SSI and 
Medicaid—to the food stamp program. 

The 1996 welfare law made an excep-
tion for these types of refugees because 
they typically come to this country 
with very little after escaping persecu-
tion abroad. They often have no spon-
sors. 

In the past many of them fought 
along with U.S. troops against our 
common enemies. Some may have es-
caped from enemy prisoner of war 
camps. 

That 5-year limit proved unrealistic 
because of long backlogs at the INS. In 
a number of INS offices, these backlogs 
exceeded two years. If the eligibility of 
these refugees ended after five years in 
the country, they could be left without 
recourse while their applications to 
naturalize were in the INS ‘‘pipeline.’’ 

The extension of eligibility for SSI 
and Medicaid to allow them to receive 
benefits during their first seven years 
in this country was not controversial 
last year: it was included in all major 
Republican and Democratic proposals 
for legal immigrants. 

It should not be controversial this 
year. 

It should be noted that this provision 
does not assure that these refugees will 
receive benefits for two more years— 
they still have to be otherwise eligible 
for food stamps. 

Refugees and asylum seekers still 
would have to meet the same criteria 

that all other people have to meet to 
qualify for benefits. 

By conforming food stamp rules to 
those already adopted for Medicaid last 
summer, the Agricultural Research 
Conference Report would avoid impos-
ing multiple inconsistent eligibility 
rules on state and local agencies that 
administer both programs. 

I urge my colleagues to support Sen-
ator LUGAR and Senator HARKIN in 
their efforts to get the agricultural re-
search conference report passed as 
quickly as possible. America’s rural 
areas, its farmers and the research 
community are eagerly awaiting pas-
sage of this report. 

Mr. HAGEL. Mr. President, I rise 
today in support of the Conference 
Agreement on S. 1150, the Agricultural 
Research, Extension, and Education 
Reform Act of 1998. This measure will 
solidify the financial foundation for 
crop insurance and agriculture re-
search well into the next century. Ag-
riculture research and crop insurance 
are vital to America’s farming and 
ranching livelihood. 

Research, crop insurance, regulatory 
relief, and expanded markets play a 
vital role in moving federal farm policy 
away from government intrusion and 
toward a free market through the Fed-
eral Agriculture Improvement and Re-
form Act of 1996. Farmers and ranchers 
now have greater flexibility in their 
crop and livestock production efforts. 
Crop insurance and research efforts are 
both tools that will help farm pro-
ducers become more competitive as 
they move toward a greater reliance on 
the free market and less upon the fed-
eral treasury. 

No country in the world can match 
America’s efficiency in agricultural 
production. Not only is this a result of 
American ingenuity and hard work, it’s 
also the result of our investment in 
cutting edge research. Our research ef-
forts have led to more efficient produc-
tion, better products, new uses for our 
products—all of which have led to new 
markets where we can sell our prod-
ucts. S. 1150 provides 600 million dol-
lars for the Initiative for Future Agri-
culture and Food Systems. 

The global demand for our agricul-
tural goods will continue to grow as 
the world’s population increases and as 
more nations achieve higher standards 
of living, resulting in a demand for bet-
ter diets. Research allows American 
agriculture to meet the world’s demand 
for food and fiber. Under S. 1150, re-
search dollars will go toward new and 
alternative uses of agricultural com-
modities and products, agricultural 
biotechnology, agricultural genome re-
search, natural resource management, 
precision agriculture, food safety, and 
food technology and human nutrition. 
These dollars will help our agriculture 
research facilities, such as the Univer-
sity of Nebraska, to continue to lead 
the world in crop and livestock produc-
tion sciences. 

Expanded markets and increased 
trade are a clear byproduct of agricul-

tural research. Research will lead 
American agriculture into the next 
century and keep American farmers 
and ranchers at the forefront of global 
food and fiber production. Research, 
global food production, global trade 
and farming profits are all connected. 

Crop insurance is also vital to the 
long-term health of American agri-
culture. Farming and ranching in-
volves risk. That’s a fact of life in 
American agriculture. Crop insurance 
provides a very important management 
tool for our agricultural producers to 
withstand fluctuations in the market 
and changes in weather and production 
conditions. 

For example, in recent years, severe 
weather conditions have forced some 
Nebraska farmers to face the loss of 
their crops and livestock. Protecting 
farmers and the agri-businesses that 
depend on them from suffering major 
losses is what crop insurance alter-
natives do for America’s producers. 
Comprehensive crop insurance plans 
will minimize losses for many agricul-
tural producers so that the economic 
damage from diminished crop yields is 
not overwhelming for our rural towns 
and communities. This conference re-
port provides 500 million dollars to par-
tially fund crop insurance delivery ex-
penses. 

Research and crop insurance are 
interconnected with agricultural pro-
duction and basic farm and ranch in-
come. Research keeps American agri-
culture on the leading edge of produc-
tion technology. Crop insurance mini-
mizes the many risks involved with 
producing food and fiber for the world’s 
growing population. 

I strongly support S. 1150 and urge 
my colleagues to support its adoption. 

Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, I rise 
today to voice my support for the Agri-
culture Research Reauthorization bill. 

This bill reaffirms our commitment 
to American agriculture in a number of 
ways. It reauthorizes existing research 
programs at our land grant universities 
and goes one step further in creating a 
new, competitive research initiative to 
study some of the most cutting edge 
agricultural issues of the day: food 
safety, agricultural biotechnology, pre-
cision agriculture and the competitive-
ness of small and medium sized farms. 

As well, it maintains our commit-
ment to the federal crop insurance pro-
gram, perhaps the most successful pub-
lic-private partnership our government 
has to boast of. 

And just as importantly, it restores 
our commitment to legal immigrants 
who are elderly, disabled, or children. 
Restoring food stamp benefits to these 
groups of people is simply the right 
thing to do. 

But while I commend the conferees 
for their work in satisfying many par-
ties with their work on this bill, I rise 
to say it does not go far enough. 

We have perhaps no more important 
research need than that of agricultural 
research. It represents 2% of the total 
federal research budget. Yet, between 
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today and thirty years from now, we 
are going to add 5 billion people to the 
planet. And all those people are going 
to need to be fed. And they are likely 
to be fed on less acres, not more. 

The caloric requirement to feed those 
additional 5 billion people will be more 
than the caloric consumption for the 
past 10,000 years. It is a huge increase 
in consumption requirements. And our 
research is the key to solving that 
problem. There is a tremendous 
amount at stake here for those who 
worry about peace and prosperity. 

We take this agricultural research 
for granted. Indeed, we take all of agri-
culture too much for granted. But agri-
cultural research has added so much 
value to our productive capacities, as 
well as to the quality of our lives, that 
it is ridiculous to be struggling to pay 
for it as we are right now. 

At the same time, we are going to 
double the funding for the National In-
stitute of Health, and double the fund-
ing for the National Science Founda-
tion. I support both of those things. 
But it won’t do us any good at all to 
live longer through NIH investments if 
we short agricultural research and we 
aren’t able to feed ourselves. And 
that’s precisely what will happen if we 
don’t come up with some satisfactory 
way to guarantee a long-term funding 
of ag research at higher levels than we 
have provided in the past. 

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. President, 
I rise today to speak in support of the 
Agricultural Research, Extension, and 
Education Reform Act of 1998. The con-
ference report before us reauthorizes 
various agriculture research programs 
at land-grant colleges and universities 
through 2002. In addition, it provides 
for $600 million over five years for a 
new competitive grants program for re-
search in key areas such as agricul-
tural genome, food safety, nutrition, 
new and alternative uses of agricul-
tural commodities and products, bio-
technology, natural resource manage-
ment, and farm efficiency. This bill 
also contains important provisions 
which authorize funding for crop insur-
ance, rural development, and to restore 
food stamps to certain legal immi-
grants. 

The critics of S. 1150 most often ques-
tion the costs of the various provisions 
included in the conference report. How-
ever, it is important to note that our 
investment in agricultural research 
provides a tremendous return to our 
economy, generating economic growth 
and tax revenue through increased ag-
ricultural productivity. This return is 
estimated to be between 35% and 50% 
nationwide—and even greater in Or-
egon. Additionally, in terms of con-
stant dollars, federal spending on agri-
culture research has declined over the 
last ten years while other non-defense 
research spending in such areas as 
health, space exploration, and the envi-
ronment has increased. As an added as-
surance that these funds will be spent 
in the most efficient way possible, the 
conference report contains provisions 

which increase the accountability of 
these research projects, making them 
subject to competition, requiring more 
stakeholder input, peer and merit re-
view, and greater collaboration 
amongst the research institutions in-
volved. Further, the benefits of other 
important provisions contained in this 
bill, such as funding for crop insurance, 
rural development, and restoration of 
food stamps to certain legal immi-
grants, far outweigh the arguments 
against this legislation. I am especially 
pleased with the food stamp provision 
which allows the resources of private 
charitable groups, such as the Oregon 
Food Bank, to reach a wider spectrum 
of our communities. What better way 
to use these funds than to enhance our 
food production, feed our nation’s hun-
gry, and protect America’s farmland? 

Currently, some of the most impor-
tant work in the area of agriculture re-
search is being done in my state, where 
more than 140,000 jobs are tied to farm 
production, In just one example, re-
search at Oregon State University fa-
cilities on wheat strains and diseases 
has resulted in an estimated $8 million 
in increased wheat productivity per 
year. Results of their studies are 
shared with other states like Idaho, 
Montana, Utah, Kansas, and Colorado, 
presented at national and international 
symposiums, published in scientific 
journals, and communicated through 
industry newsletters. Again, this is 
just one of the many valuable research 
projects undertaken in my state by 
OSU through this partnership of fed-
eral and state funds. 

Agriculture in my state is diverse— 
reflecting the varied geography, soil, 
an climate types of Oregon’s beautiful 
mountains, valleys, coastline, deserts, 
and forests. There really is no such 
thing as an average farmer in my state. 
He or she may be a large scale wheat 
grower, a small orchardist, a producer 
of high quality nursery plants, or a 
family farmer maintaining cranberry 
bogs. Despite the varied backgrounds 
of Oregon’s farmers, all of them, and I 
think this would apply to farmers 
across the country as well, are working 
hard to maintain America’s leadership 
in agricultural production despite un-
relenting pressure from all sides—pres-
sure to continue to produse the world’s 
safest food supply while competing 
with imports that may be heavily sub-
sidized, produced with pesticides illegal 
in the U.S., or even, as was widely re-
ported in the media just yesterday, not 
even meeting our food safety stand-
ards. 

For the small family farmer, who 
still exists in my state, this pressure is 
compounded by the struggle to main-
tain the way of life which fed our 
grandparents and their parents before 
them. Everyday they defend their 
farm, perhaps part of their family for 
generations, for encroaching develop-
ment, inheritance taxes, and com-
plicated and ever increasing govern-
mental regulations. Breakthroughs 
brought about as a direct result of the 

research dollars we will be voting on 
today may mean that family farmers 
in Southern Oregon may be able to 
squeeze enough productivity out of 
their land to hold onto their farms for 
a few more seasons. Or it may mean 
that a grass seed farmer in the Willam-
ette Valley can export more grass 
straw to Japan due to a quality assur-
ance program. Or it may mean a farm-
er in the Columbia Basin can use fewer 
pesticides on pea plants due to new, 
more pest resistant strains or new 
growing techniques. For them, the 
components of this bill represent the 
American research and technological 
know-how that has kept them ahead of 
the curve—and hopefully, with your 
support today, will continue to do so 
into the future. 

Let’s give our farmers the tools they 
need to continue to produce a safe and 
bountiful food supply for our families. 
The conference report before us reaf-
firms the traditionally strong Congres-
sional support for American agricul-
tural leadership. This legislation en-
joys overwhelming bipartisan support 
and I urge my colleagues to join me in 
casting a vote in favor of S. 1150. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, at 
long last, we are about to pass the Ag-
ricultural Research, Extension and 
Education Reform Act conference re-
port. I support all its provisions, but I 
want to speak briefly about one of the 
most important—the restoration of 
food stamps for legal immigrants 
whose benefits were unfairly elimi-
nated by the harsh 1996 welfare law. Al-
though the amount in this conference 
report is less than half of the $2 billion 
proposed in the President’s budget, it 
is at least a down-payment toward re-
storing food stamps to the nation’s 
neediest legal immigrants. 

The food stamp program was cut by 
$25 billion over 5 years in the 1996 law. 
That reduction was clearly unfair. Ac-
cording to the Department of Agri-
culture, at least 935,000 low-income 
legal immigrants lost their federal food 
stamps as a result of the 1996 welfare 
law. Nearly two-thirds are families 
with children. Two years later, we are 
finally remedying a significant part of 
this injustice. 

This bill restores food stamps only to 
the most needy legal immigrants—ref-
ugees, the disabled, and some poor chil-
dren. It helps only 250,000 out of the 
935,000 immigrants cut off from the 
food stamp rolls. No one should think 
our work is done with the passage of 
this bill. 

The effect of the food stamp termi-
nations is not limited to immigrants. 
Their children born here are American 
citizens, but they too are facing sharp 
reductions in their food stamps. These 
children remain eligible for food 
stamps themselves, but the removal of 
their parents from the program means 
that, as a practical matter, the food 
stamp benefits for their families have 
been cut by 50 to 70 percent in many 
cases. 600,000 poor children who are 
American citizens live in families 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 00:44 Oct 31, 2013 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00037 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 E:\1998SENATE\S12MY8.REC S12MY8m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES4676 May 12, 1998 
where food stamp benefits have been 
unfairly lost. These children will not 
be helped by this bill. 

Many elderly immigrants will also 
receive no assistance from this bill. We 
cannot forget about their plight. We 
can and must do more in the future. It 
is unconscionable that their benefits 
continue to be denied. 

So I regard this legislation as an im-
portant step, but only a first step. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to support the Agricultural Re-
search, Extension, and Education Re-
form Act of 1998. This legislation pro-
vides funding for the federal crop insur-
ance program, important agricultural 
research programs and the restoration 
of food stamp benefits to approxi-
mately 250,000 legal immigrants. 

I have long been a strong supporter 
of federal nutrition programs that help 
to combat hunger. On November 24, 
1997, Senator HARKIN and I sent a letter 
to Secretary of Agriculture Dan Glick-
man and Director of the Office of Man-
agement and Budget Franklin Raines, 
which was signed by forty-five of our 
Senate colleagues. Our letter urged the 
Administration to provide funding for 
food stamp benefits for some of the 
most vulnerable members of our soci-
ety: legal immigrants who are children, 
elderly, or disabled. 

As the Agricultural Research bill was 
sent to conference, I joined with four of 
my colleagues in a March 23, 1998 letter 
urging the conferees to provide relief 
to poor legal immigrants and refugees 
who previously were eligible but had 
lost federal food stamps under the 1996 
welfare law. I am pleased that the final 
conference report restores these bene-
fits. I also joined seventy of my col-
leagues in an April 24, 1998 letter urg-
ing that the conference report be 
brought to the floor for a vote as soon 
as possible. 

Besides providing food stamp benefits 
to vulnerable legal immigrants, this 
bill also provides critical funding for 
the federal crop insurance program, 
which will allow affordable crop insur-
ance to be offered to our nation’s farm-
ers. Agriculture is Pennsylvania’s 
number one industry, and it is vital 
that we provide insurance to our farm-
ers who work so hard to provide our 
country and the world with a stable 
food supply. The legislation will also 
provide $600 million over the next five 
years in funding for agricultural re-
search programs, which are critical to 
our country’s efforts to produce enough 
food for an ever-increasing world popu-
lation. 

The Agricultural Research, Exten-
sion, and Education Reform Act is an 
important piece of legislation, for legal 
immigrants, our nation’s agricultural 
community, and the nation as a whole. 
I am therefore pleased to support this 
legislation. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I rise 
today to join my colleagues in support 
of the Agricultural Research, Exten-
sion, and Education Reform Act of 1998. 
At long last, this important piece of 

legislation is before the Senate for con-
sideration and passage of the Con-
ference Report. 

This Act is the result of more than a 
year of hard work and can boast broad 
bipartisan support. By providing $1.7 
billion in agricultural research and ex-
tension activities at institutions of 
higher learning across the nation, this 
Act commits the U.S. government to 
supporting a strong future for agri-
culture in Montana and across the na-
tion. 

I would like to recognize four areas 
that affect Montana: 

The Montana State University Agri-
culture Extension Service. We have one 
of the finest examples of an ag exten-
sion service in the country, centered at 
Montana State University in Bozeman, 
Montana. The College of Agriculture, 
led by Dean Tom McCoy, has produced 
numerous innovative projects worthy 
of recognition. Research at Montana 
State University has led to more pest- 
resistant, higher yielding varieties of 
barley and wheat. MSU scientists have 
improved the value of barley as a feed-
stock for cattle. And they are using the 
remarkable power of biotechnology to 
develop the answers to the ag chal-
lenges of the next century. The agri-
culture research bill provides the fund-
ing necessary for our scientists to 
carry out, continue and build upon 
their mission to serve our agriculture 
industry. 

This bill will also continue funding 
for the good work demonstrated by our 
country extension agents. Their efforts 
on behalf of Montana’s agricultural in-
dustry go above and beyond to provide 
resources that help our producers meet 
their bottom line, improve their yield, 
and enhance their competitiveness in 
the world marketplace. 

Crop Insurance. Today, while we de-
bate the passage of this bill, several 
counties in Montana are under severe 
drought and fire alert. Farmers have 
waited helplessly for rain while their 
crops wither and die. This is surely a 
make it or break it year due to low 
prices, a dry winter, and unfair grain 
dumping from our foreign competitors. 
The mere threat of crop insurers can-
celing policies is an obstacle that many 
producers simply cannot overcome. For 
that reason, I am pleased that this Act 
contains provisions to strengthen crop 
insurance—just when our producers 
need it most. Clearly, we must take the 
final step and pass this conference re-
port. 

Food Animal Residue Avoidance 
Database. I would like to thank Chair-
man LUGAR for including my bill, the 
Food Animal Residue Avoidance Data-
base, more commonly known as 
FARAD, in this Act. I am pleased that 
the Conference report authorizes the 
Secretary of Agriculture to make 
three-year grants to colleges and uni-
versities to operate the FARAD pro-
gram. FARAD is critical in our food- 
safety regime. Its database provides in-
valuable information about dangerous 
residues that affect our food supply. 

The FARAD program successfully links 
producers, veterinarians and the gen-
eral public to an informational re-
source network that enables us to 
produce the safest food in the world. 

Agricultural Research Service. I am 
most proud of the work conducted at 
the Agricultural Research Service sta-
tions in Sidney, Montana and Fort 
Keogh at Miles City. I strongly believe 
that their efforts are of tremendous 
importance to our food industry as well 
as our agricultural trade. The future of 
agriculture is in their very capable 
hands. They enjoy strong support from 
the agricultural community because 
they are a part of that community. 
Whenever I am in these towns, I stop 
by and visit these facilities because the 
people that work there, and the com-
munity that supports them, are very 
proud of the great work that they do 
for our ag industry. This bill will con-
tinue the critical work at these loca-
tions. 

I would also like to recognize that 
this bill supports many other worthy 
projects, including the National Food 
Genome Strategy, an assistive tech-
nology program for farmers with dis-
abilities, the important Fund for Rural 
America, Precision Agricultural re-
search, and research of wheat and bar-
ley diseases caused by scab. 

This Act is worthy of our immediate 
action. I urge my colleagues to pass 
the Agricultural Research, Extension, 
and Education Reform Act of 1998 and 
recommend that President Clinton sign 
it without hesitation. 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, I rise 
today in support of the Agricultural 
Research Conference Report. The bill, 
S. 1150 reauthorizes our agricultural re-
search programs and provides $600 mil-
lion in funding on a competitive grant 
basis for new and alternative uses of 
agricultural commodities and prod-
ucts, natural resources management, 
farm efficiency and profitability, agri-
culture biotechnology, and food safety, 
technology and nutrition. 

This is good news for our scientists 
and the agriculture community in 
Maine. They know their chances of re-
ceiving more competitive research 
funding are excellent because they 
know they can compete head to head 
with agriculture researchers from all 
around the country. This bill gives 
them that opportunity. 

As the Chairman of the Committee is 
aware, I do have some concerns with 
provisions in this conference report 
that were not part of either the House 
or Senate passed bills. In addition to 
the food stamp provisions, which have 
been widely discussed on the floor 
today, I am concerned with addition of 
the research title of the Northern For-
est Stewardship Act that was included 
in conference. I voted to recommit the 
report to the conference committee in 
hopes that these two provisions, which 
are unrelated to the important agricul-
tural research, would be removed from 
the report. Since the vote to recommit 
failed, I will vote for the report, and 
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will continue to work with Chairman 
LUGAR to address my concerns. 

I have been working with the Chair-
man and Subcommittee Chairman 
SANTORUM to obtain a field hearing in 
Maine on the Northern Forest Steward-
ship Act (NFSA) before any action was 
taken by the full Senate. I requested 
this hearing because many people in 
Maine are both interested and con-
cerned with the potential impact of 
this bill on the economies of their rural 
communities. 

I was dismayed, therefore, when I 
learned that the research title from the 
NFSA bill was included in the Agri-
culture Research conference report. 
Also the language inserted in the re-
port does not include the provision 
which requires that a governor’s re-
quest is required before federal assist-
ance can be made available to the 
state. This language is fundamental be-
cause it involves an elected state offi-
cial in the process, ensuring that the 
state controls its land use decisions. I 
will be working to restore the role of 
the states in making the request for 
federal assistance, and I thank the 
Chairman of the Agriculture Com-
mittee for his offer of assistance in this 
matter. 

Historically, our state has been de-
fined by our agriculture—from the nat-
ural resources of its extensive forests, 
to the potatoes crops of Aroostook 
County and to the Wild blueberries of 
the Down East area of Maine. The Wild 
lowbush blueberry is unique to Maine, 
and one of only three berries native to 
the U.S. that are utilized commer-
cially. 

Virtually all of the commercial U.S. 
lowbush blueberries are produced in 
our state, with 99 percent of the blue-
berries being processed and used as a 
nutritious ingredient in many food 
products throughout the country. The 
industry is concentrated in the Down 
East region of Maine, which is an eco-
nomically depressed region that relies 
heavily on natural resource based jobs, 
such as those in the Wild blueberry in-
dustry. 

An increase in competitive research 
grants funding will help to continue a 
series of research projects that target 
critical aspects of lowbush blueberry 
culture and processing challenges, and 
transferring research solutions to the 
growers and processors. Much of the re-
search completed to date provides 
techniques for a sustainable approach 
to production with environmental ben-
efits. 

Research objectives include imple-
mentation of a research program that 
is designed to ensure a consistently 
productive, high quality, low input 
crop that is successfully marketed in 
the U.S. and worldwide, with ongoing 
projects for such as pesticide reduction/ 
efficacy, pollination alternatives, ef-
fects and reduction of low temperature 
injury, micro nutrient fertility require-
ments, and fruit quality improvements. 

The bill also funds the federal crop 
insurance program that will give a 

healthy measure of peace of mind to 
Maine’s wild blueberry industry, who, 
until recently, could not participate in 
the program. This report will allow the 
wild blueberry industry to renew their 
contracts for crop insurance, giving 
them protection against an economi-
cally devastating total crop loss caused 
by circumstances beyond their control. 

Research for the potato industry is 
being conducted on new chemical-re-
sistant strains of late blight, now de-
tected in virtually every major potato 
growing state, and the last blight fun-
gus is quickly developing into the most 
serious threat to potato production in 
the United States. History reminds of 
us the great potato famine in Ireland 
in the last century caused by late 
blight, and today’s research helps us to 
never again realize such an devastating 
experience. 

In Maine, late blight has already re-
sulted in millions of dollars in crop 
losses since 1993, which is not only a 
concern for our largest agriculture in-
dustry, but for potato states through-
out the eastern U.S. since Maine is the 
primary source of seed potatoes for 
these states. 

Comprehensive late blight Integrated 
Pest Management research programs 
through current grants and future 
competitive research grants offered in 
the bill before us today will continue 
to prevent a full-scale epidemic from 
occurring in our region. Needless to 
say, this is one initiative in which a 
modest federal investment will help 
prevent a very costly crop disaster. 

The Hatch Act and the McIntire- 
Stennis Act are the cornerstones of the 
cooperative/federal/state research ef-
fort that has made the U.S. agriculture 
and forestry industries the world’s 
leaders. Under these programs, and 
under broad federal guidelines, states 
can continue to further identify their 
local research priorities. 

Additional competitive research 
grants for the McIntire-Stennis Pro-
gram will provide continued funding to 
62 universities nationwide, including 
the University of Maine, that conduct 
research, teaching, and extension pro-
grams in forestry and related natural 
resource areas. The research focuses on 
the biology of forest organisms, forest 
ecosystem health, management of for-
ests for wood, and forest product devel-
opment. Each dollar of McIntire-Sten-
nis funding is now matched with five 
dollars from nonfederal sources for 
these university programs. 

Wood utilization research contrib-
utes to research at six land-grant Re-
gional Research Centers, including 
Maine. The work conducted at these 
universities specializes in the efficient 
use of wood resources, developing new 
structural applications for wood, ex-
ploiting wood chemical extractives for 
safer and less expensive alternatives to 
current pesticides, preservatives, and 
adhesives, and exploring the pharma-
cological properties of trees. Wood uti-
lization research is particularly impor-
tant to forest-based economies in rural 

areas. In Maine, the annual total con-
tribution in forest products manufac-
turing is over $5 billion. 

Mr. President, our agricultural com-
munities, some of the best stewards of 
our land, produce the safest, the most 
nutritious and reasonably priced food 
products in the entire world. Fur-
thering the competitive grants re-
search system through the Agricul-
tural Research bill before us will go a 
long way towards the continued im-
provement of our nation’s bountiful 
harvests and the continued health and 
productivity of our nation’s forests. 

Mr. GRAMS. Mr. President, I rise in 
support of the Conference Report to ac-
company S. 1150, the Agricultural, Re-
search, Extension, and Education Act 
of 1998. For the purposes of this debate, 
I will focus on only the research and 
federal crop insurance provisions con-
tained in this conference report. These 
are two of the primary issues impor-
tant to farmers and those involved in 
agriculture. 

Among the important research provi-
sions provided for in this conference re-
port is funding for Fusarium Head 
Blight, or Scab, research. This disease 
has had a devastating impact on pro-
ducers in Minnesota and North Dakota 
and has caused severe economic losses 
over the past five years. The con-
ference report now before us is an im-
portant step in continuing the public/ 
private partnership that has evolved as 
we attempt to find a scab-resistant va-
riety of wheat. 

Also contained within this report is 
funding for genome research. This is 
important in mapping specific traits of 
corn and other commodities. Isolating 
those traits which are resistant to 
drought and other natural enemies 
could maximize yields and enhance 
producer efficiency. The flexibility it 
provides to research is reason enough 
to pass this legislation in a timely 
manner. 

However, some of my colleagues have 
expressed concern over the federal crop 
insurance provisions contained in this 
conference agreement. While I cer-
tainly understand their point, it is im-
portant that we look at the ‘‘big pic-
ture.’’ Currently, there is a budget 
shortfall in the program which jeopard-
izes the ability of farmers and agri-
culture lenders to make management 
decisions for the upcoming year. I have 
spoken with hundreds of individuals in-
volved in agriculture who have urged 
me to support this funding fix, and I 
am confident they will be just as forth-
coming as we explore options to pro-
vide producers with greater risk-man-
agement tools. It is important to re-
member that the conference report 
does not contain any major program 
reforms. It allows for five years of 
mandatory funding while market-ori-
entated reforms are phased-in. Once 
the crop insurance budget issue is re-
solved, we can begin the process of 
achieving substantive reform of the 
federal crop insurance program. 

Mr. President, we must design alter-
natives that encourage innovation and 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 00:44 Oct 31, 2013 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00039 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 E:\1998SENATE\S12MY8.REC S12MY8m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES4678 May 12, 1998 
competition among insurers with an 
eye towards moving crop insurance in 
the direction of privately developed 
policies. I have already begun this 
process with agriculture leaders in 
Minnesota. I look forward to working 
with Senator LUGAR and my colleagues 
in crafting a program which benefits 
all taxpayers, while providing farmers 
the opportunity to craft a risk-man-
agement policy that fits their oper-
ation. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in 
supporting this important legislation 
and I look forward to its immediate 
passage. 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I rise 
today in support of the Agricultural 
Research, Extension, and Education 
Reform Act of 1998. As a member of the 
Senate Committee on Agriculture, Nu-
trition, and Forestry, I have worked 
with Chairman LUGAR and the Com-
mittee for two years to see this Act 
crafted and passed. I am pleased that 
the Leader has allowed it to come to 
the floor and encourage my colleagues 
to support its adoption. 

Mr. President, the bill reforms and 
reauthorizes discretionary agricultural 
research programs that play an impor-
tant role in keeping our nation’s farm-
ers competitive in the ever expanding 
world market. These programs and ex-
tension activities have experienced 
dramatic returns—in the form of better 
land management, environmentally 
sound farm practices, increased crop 
yield, improved crop varieties, and 
countless other ways—and represent a 
sound investment in the future. The 
bill’s reforms will ensure more collabo-
ration and efficiency in federally fund-
ed research and provide for greater ac-
countability to the American tax-
payers. 

The bill also provides $600 million 
over the next five years in mandatory 
funding to the Initiative for Future Ag-
riculture and Food Systems. This new 
mandatory spending will provide $120 
million per year on a competitive 
grant basis for six high priority mis-
sion areas: agricultural genome re-
search; food safety, food technology, 
and human nutrition; new and alter-
native uses of agricultural commod-
ities and products; agricultural bio-
technology; natural resource manage-
ment, including precision agriculture; 
and farm efficiency and profitability. 

In addition, the bill addresses the im-
mediate concerns facing all those who 
rely on federal crop insurance, provides 
for the Fund for Rural America, and 
funds food stamps for the elderly, dis-
abled, and children of the nation’s 
poorest immigrants. 

Mr. President, more than just a reau-
thorization bill, the legislation before 
the Senate today is an investment in 
the future and represents our commit-
ment to America’s farm families. By 
providing the technical research and 
extension activities that help expand 
farm income, improve resource man-
agement, and develop new crop vari-
eties, federally funded agricultural re-

search assures that our nation will 
continue to lead the world in farm pro-
duction and help bolster the stability 
of our rural areas. 

I encourage all my colleagues to sup-
port its adoption. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I want 
to express my strong support for the 
Conference Report on S. 1150, the Agri-
cultural Research, Extension, and Edu-
cation Reform Act of 1998, and to 
thank Senator LUGAR and Senator 
HARKIN for the tremendous effort they 
have devoted to this important legisla-
tion. 

Immediate passage of the conference 
report is critical for agriculture re-
search funding, crop insurance, and nu-
trition funding for legal immigrants. 
The legislation represents desperately 
needed investment in agricultural re-
search, essential to the continuing pro-
duction of safe, plentiful, diverse, and 
affordable food and fiber. Furthermore, 
failure to pass this legislation will re-
sult in massive reductions in crop in-
surance delivery around the country, 
especially in high risk areas such as 
the Northern Great Plains. 

Not only will terminated policies ex-
pose farmers to tremendous risk of 
crop loss due to events beyond their 
control, such as weather, but without 
crop insurance, producers will not be 
able to take out operating loans essen-
tial to planting crops. This will hit 
young, beginning farmers hardest, 
which is terrible for agriculture—los-
ing these young producers truly threat-
ens the future of the industry. 

When the last farm bill was passed, 
farmers nationwide were promised in-
creased access to risk management 
tools. This promise was made in ex-
change for the elimination of a wide 
range of commodity and disaster pro-
grams that had, until then, provided 
producers some protection against the 
potentially devastating shocks that 
occur in agriculture. 

Last year, the Dakotas were dev-
astated by extended below freezing 
temperatures, winter storms that 
dumped record levels of snow, and 
spring flooding worse than anyone liv-
ing had ever seen. Even with the ben-
efit of crop insurance we lost hundreds 
of producers and farms that had been 
in families for over 100 years. I cannot 
imagine what would be left of the agri-
culture industry in South Dakota 
today had we not at least had the ben-
efit of crop insurance last year. 

The northeast region of South Da-
kota is currently experiencing severe 
flooding that is not likely to subside 
for some time. This is in an area that 
has been characterized by good farm 
land for as long as anyone can remem-
ber. No one could have anticipated that 
the farms in these counties and so 
many of the roads that connect them 
would be under water today. A strong 
and affordable crop insurance program 
will be critical to producers in this 
area who are struggling to stay in busi-
ness. Without it, there would be an ex-
odus from this part of my state, which 

would destroy the economy of the en-
tire region. It is in all of our interest 
to provide our nation’s agriculture pro-
ducers with the means to insulate their 
businesses and the local economies of 
which they are an essential part 
against conditions like those we expe-
rienced statewide last year, and that 
our northeast corner is fighting now. 

I also want to stress the tremendous 
importance of the research reauthor-
ization in this conference report. We 
owe much of the credit for this coun-
try’s agricultural success to our net-
work of land grant institutions, state 
agriculture experiment stations, 
USDA’s Agricultural Research Service, 
and hundreds of county extension of-
fices. These entities work together in a 
wide range of ways to produce cutting- 
edge research and then convert it into 
improved practices and technology 
meaningful to producers. This report 
places increased emphasis on collabo-
ration among institutions and dis-
ciplines, and encourages pursuit of 
goals benefiting more than one region 
or state. 

The land grant university in my 
state, South Dakota State University, 
currently has a highly regarded record 
of strong interdisciplinary and multi- 
state cooperative work. I am extremely 
proud of the fine research and exten-
sion SDSU produces, and I am pleased 
that this legislation will foster their 
efforts. It helps level the playing field 
for small schools competing for limited 
research funds, and it is sensitive to 
the relative importance of formula 
funds for institutions in agrarian 
states with low populations. 

I am pleased that this legislation pre-
serves existing programs that target 
emerging and critical issues such as 
the Fund for Rural America. The Fund 
for Rural America was designed to pro-
vide immediate, flexible, and applied 
research and support to people in rural 
areas who are adjusting to rapid 
changes in the agricultural sector since 
the last farm bill. 

The Fund also promotes value-added 
processing, which is vital to successful 
rural economic development. Our rural 
communities must capture more of the 
revenue their locally produced com-
modities ultimately generate. Value- 
added processing keeps that revenue 
local, which will be critical to the fu-
ture of those communities. 

In conclusion, I cannot overempha-
size the importance of this legislation 
and its prompt passage. If we are to 
maintain our place in the world as a 
leader in agriculture production and 
technology, we absolutely must invest 
in agriculture research today. If we are 
to have a vital and diverse agriculture 
sector in the future, we also must en-
sure producers have access to reliable 
and affordable risk management tools 
like the federal crop insurance pro-
gram. 

The overwhelming bipartisan support 
for the agriculture conference report is 
a tribute to the commitment Senator 
LUGAR and Senator HARKIN have made 
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to assuring passage of this critical leg-
islation. I urge my colleagues to ap-
prove the report in its current form. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I intend 
to vote for this conference agreement. 

For the most part, the bill provides 
funding to address legitimate needs of 
farmers and the agriculture industry 
for crop insurance, research, and exten-
sion and education programs. I applaud 
the conferees for including provisions 
throughout the bill which establish 
competitive, merit-based, or peer-re-
viewed selection procedures for award-
ing grants and contracts and allocating 
funds for various programs. 

The bill also requires most recipients 
of funds to contribute matching 
amounts from non-federal sources. It 
also broadens the scope of many estab-
lished programs to require a national, 
regional, or multi-state focus or ben-
efit. 

While the bill contains language re-
garding the establishment or continu-
ation of several specific programs, it 
does not require the Secretary of Agri-
culture to comply with the direction in 
the bill, in most cases. For example, 
the bill authorizes, but does not re-
quire, the Secretary of Agriculture to 
acquire and operate the National Swine 
Research Center in Ames, Iowa—an in-
stitution which has received ear-
marked funds in appropriations bills 
for as long as I can remember. I would 
hope that the Secretary would exercise 
the discretion provided in this bill and 
resist the temptation to expand the 
federal bureaucracy to include this 
wholly unnecessary swine research fa-
cility. 

Let me also take a moment to ex-
press my support for the provisions in 
Title V of the bill that make food 
stamps available to certain categories 
of legal immigrants who may fall on 
hard times. These provisions simply re-
store eligibility for food stamps to cer-
tain categories of immigrants who 
were eligible for assistance prior to Au-
gust 22, 1996, when sweeping welfare re-
form legislation was enacted. Only ref-
ugees and asylees, disabled and elderly 
immigrants, children of legal immi-
grants, certain Indians, and certain 
Hmong and Highland Laotians, all of 
whom had to be lawfully residing in 
the United States on August 22, 1996, 
are again eligible for food stamps. 

In these times of economic pros-
perity, Americans can certainly afford 
to be compassionate to our most vul-
nerable immigrants. Last year, the 
Congress restored to these same cat-
egories of immigrants eligibility for 
Supplemental Security Income and 
Medicaid. Finally, it should be noted 
that the cost of providing assistance to 
an estimated 250,000 individuals is off-
set in its entirety by reductions in the 
administrative expenses of the food 
stamp program and other programs. 

Again, I thank the conferees for in-
cluding these many excellent provi-
sions in this bill. 

However, as usual, there are a num-
ber of glaring exceptions to the other-

wise good-government approach taken 
by the conferees. 

Mr. President, most disturbing 
among the objectionable provisions in 
this bill is Section 401, which estab-
lishes a new entitlement program, 
called the Initiative for Future Agri-
cultural and Food Systems, which is 
funded at $120 million per year for five 
years. Although the grants under this 
new program will be competitively 
awarded and recipients must provide 
matching funds, I am concerned that 
the conferees would find it advisable to 
establish a brand new mandatory 
spending program without regard to its 
effect on other high-priority agri-
culture programs. 

Clearly, this new entitlement is in-
tended to bypass the spending caps 
that limit how much is spent on agri-
culture program grants in the annual 
appropriations process. It violates the 
spirit and intent of the budget process 
that has resulted, finally, in a pro-
jected federal budget surplus for this 
year. 

Mr. President, I intend to take a very 
careful look at the appropriations bill 
for agriculture programs this year. If, 
as in previous years, another $100 mil-
lion or more is allocated for the same 
programs that are to be funded under 
this new entitlement program, I will be 
offering an amendment to remove that 
duplicative funding from the appro-
priations bill. I hope to have my col-
leagues’ support to prevent this effort 
to circumvent the budget prioritization 
process and essentially double the 
funding for these types of programs. 

Other objectionable provisions in the 
bill establish new bureaucracies and 
boards to coordinate activities which 
should be within the capabilities of the 
existing Department of Agriculture bu-
reaucracy. One such provision estab-
lishes a Thomas Jefferson Initiative for 
Crop Diversification, a program coordi-
nated by a nonprofit center to coordi-
nate cooperative research by public 
and private entities on new and non- 
traditional crops. Another is the provi-
sion authorizing a grant program for 
precision agriculture programs and es-
tablishing precision agriculture part-
nerships. Other provisions include the 
establishment of an Office of Pest Man-
agement Policy and a Food Safety Re-
search Information Office, and a man-
date to continue the operation of the 
Food Animal Residue Avoidance Data-
base program. 

Funding for these new programs is 
subject to future appropriations and 
participants are required to provide 
non-federal matching funds. However, 
the parameters and criteria specified in 
the bill will require new regulations 
and bureaucracies for implementation. 
These efforts have both monetary costs 
and potentially negative effects on 
other agriculture priorities. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a list of objectionable provi-
sions in the bill be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
OBJECTIONAL SPENDING PROVISIONS IN S. 1150, 

AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH, EXTENSION, AND 
EDUCATION REFORM ACT OF 1998 

Section 241 requires the Secretary of Agri-
culture to establish an Agricultural Genome 
Initiative to study the genetic makeup of 
crops. 

Section 242 directs the Secretary of Agri-
culture to study the control, management, 
and eradication of imported fire ants, and es-
tablishes high priority for 26 specific re-
search and extension programs, including po-
tato blight, ethanol, deer tick ecology, grain 
sorghum ergot, prickly pear, wood, wild 
pampas, sheep scrapie, and tomato spotted 
wilt. 

Section 245 directs the Secretary of Agri-
culture to cede responsibility for awarding 
grants to develop an agriculture tele-
communications network to a consortium 
called A*DEC, which is made up of private 
universities and land grant colleges and un-
specified international members, with lan-
guage specifying that grants are to be award-
ed competitively regardless of the grant 
seeker’s membership in A*DEC. 

Section 252 requires $60 million each year 
for five years to be transferred to the Fund 
for Rural America. 

Section 401 establishes a new entitlement 
program, the Initiative for Future Agri-
culture and Food Systems, to provide agri-
culture research grants at a level of $120 mil-
lion annually for five years. 

Section 405 directs the Secretary of Agri-
culture to establish the Thomas Jefferson 
Initiative for Crop Diversification, to coordi-
nate public and private research and pro-
motion of new and non-traditional agricul-
tural products. 

Section 604 directs the Secretary of Agri-
culture to continue the operation of the 
Food Animal Residue Avoidance Database 
Program through a program of grants to col-
leges and universities. 

Section 614 directs the Secretary of Agri-
culture to establish an Office of Pest Man-
agement Policy to coordinate pest research 
and use of management tools. 

Section 615 orders the Secretary of Agri-
culture to establish a Food Safety Research 
Information Office at the National Agricul-
tural Library, with the direction that the of-
fice sponsor a national conference on food 
safety research priorities within 120 days of 
enactment of the bill and every year there-
after for four years. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Because of the inclu-
sion of these low priority, unnecessary, 
and wasteful programs, I voted in favor 
of Senator GRAMM’s motion to recom-
mit the bill to conference so that these 
provisions could be addressed again 
and, hopefully, deleted from the bill or 
revised to prevent the waste of tax-
payer dollars. 

Unfortunately, the motion to recom-
mit was defeated by a wide margin. 
However, since I believe the many posi-
tive aspects of this bill outweigh these 
onerous provisions, I intend to support 
the conference agreement. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate on the conference re-
port? 

The Senator from Iowa. 
Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, let me 

just wrap up by again thanking Sen-
ators for the overwhelming vote that 
we just had. I think that vote will send 
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a clear signal to the House to move 
very rapidly on the bill. We will get it 
down to the President and hopefully 
get this important conference report 
signed in very short order. 

I can just tell you, there will be a 
giant sigh of relief among the agri-
culture community from coast to coast 
and border to border as soon as this bill 
gets signed, because then we can get on 
to the business of getting our crop in-
surance policies renewed around the 
country and we can get on with the 
business of revamping, revising, and 
strengthening agricultural research 
throughout America. But the most im-
portant and most vital aspect of the 
bill in the immediate future is the Crop 
Insurance Program. Farmers will be as-
sured right away that they will be able 
to continue their protection against 
disaster losses. 

Mr. President, let me again com-
pliment and thank my chairman, Sen-
ator LUGAR, first for his leadership on 
the ag research provisions of the bill. 
He has said many times that, entering 
the new century, we need to have a new 
approach, and new ways of doing our 
research in agriculture. He is abso-
lutely right. I was happy and proud to 
support him in those efforts. It took 
quite a while to get the bill worked 
through the hearing processes, through 
negotiations in conference, getting all 
the issues worked out on research, but 
it was done, and we had good, bipar-
tisan support. 

I believe the chairman has fashioned 
an Ag research bill that is really going 
to help us move ahead in the next cen-
tury in producing new kinds of crops, 
new products from and uses for crops, 
in biotechnology, in improving agricul-
tural productivity and natural resource 
protection. So I believe we will see a 
whole new focus and revitalization of 
our agricultural research. It is long 
overdue, but this bill will move us in 
that direction. 

I thank the chairman also for his 
leadership on crop insurance, in mak-
ing sure that we addressed this need to 
provide that critical element of a safe-
ty net for farmers, because, as we all 
know, they need this crop insurance, 
both to cover disasters over which they 
have no control and also to make sure 
they have the collateral they need for 
obtaining financing for their farming 
operations. Farmers rely on crop insur-
ance, and agricultural lenders rely on 
it. 

So, this provision is going to be very, 
very meaningful to make sure that 
farmers, and we here in Congress, do 
not have to be worrying every single 
year how we will find funding to con-
tinue crop insurance—and whether in 
fact farmers will have crop insurance. 
That is going to be a great relief to our 
farming community all over America. 

Finally, on the food stamp provi-
sions, again, I thank the chairman for 
his great leadership in making sure we 
produced a sound bill and held together 
our coalition encompassing agricul-
tural and nutrition matters. 

I also thank all the staff who worked 
very hard for a long time, for well over 
a year now, to get us to this point: 
Randy Green, our staff director; and 
Dave Johnson, chief counsel; Ms. Terri 
Nintemann on the majority side; on 
the minority side, Dan Smith, Mark 
Halverson, Phil Schwab and Richard 
Bender. There are a number of other 
staff. These are our leaders. They did a 
great job of pulling this bill together, 
keeping us on course and making sure 
we got to conference and got it all 
wrapped up. We are very blessed with a 
very good and very capable staff. I 
thank them for all the long hours and 
hard work they put in. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Indiana. 
Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, the rank-

ing member, Senator HARKIN, was char-
acteristically gracious and generous, 
and I appreciate his comments. I want 
to tell him how much I have appre-
ciated working with him and with all 
of our colleagues on what I believe is a 
monumental advance for not only 
American agriculture, but for feeding 
the world in the next 50 years, as well 
as the assurance of our farmers imme-
diately in crop insurance and humane 
measures with regard to nutrition pro-
grams. 

I simply mention, Mr. President, that 
Dave Johnson and Terri Nintemann 
have been mentioned. Of course, our 
distinguished Randy Green, who does 
so much on the majority side in like-
wise guiding all of the committee staff 
efforts. But I also will mention Marcia 
Asquith, Beth Johnson, Andy Morton, 
Michael Knipe, Bob Sturm, Debbie 
Schwertner, Carol Dubard, Kate 
Wallem, Kathryn Boots, Chris Salis-
bury, Danny Spellacy, Terri Snow, 
Whitney Mueller, and Jennifer 
Cutshall, because this has been a 2-year 
effort on the part of all of these indi-
viduals and they have contributed 
highly. 

I have consulted with the distin-
guished majority leader, TRENT LOTT, 
and with the distinguished ranking 
member, TOM HARKIN, and it will be 
our request that there be a final roll-
call vote. I alert colleagues that that 
will be coming, hopefully soon. 

I appreciate very much the leader 
working with us to make this time pos-
sible and this opportunity to debate. I 
mention specifically the importance of 
the contribution of Senator GRAMM, 
who is a member of our committee, 
who argued well a point of view that 
did not prevail but, at the same time, 
sharpened the focus of all of us on 
those things we believe are important 
in this legislation. 

Finally, I mention Senator DOMENICI, 
who had only a very small speech but 
an important one with regard to caps 
and entitlements in the budget and 
overall considerations. We are mindful 
of what he had to say and grateful for 
his support ultimately of our effort. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. GOR-

TON). Is there further debate? 

Mr. LUGAR. I ask for the yeas and 
nays on the conference report. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

further debate on the conference re-
port? If not, the question is on agreeing 
to the conference report. The yeas and 
nays have been ordered. The clerk will 
call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 92, 
nays 8, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 129 Leg.] 
YEAS—92 

Abraham 
Akaka 
Allard 
Ashcroft 
Baucus 
Bennett 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Brownback 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Burns 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Cleland 
Coats 
Cochran 
Collins 
Conrad 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D’Amato 
Daschle 
DeWine 
Dodd 
Domenici 
Dorgan 

Durbin 
Enzi 
Faircloth 
Feingold 
Feinstein 
Ford 
Frist 
Glenn 
Gorton 
Graham 
Grams 
Grassley 
Hagel 
Harkin 
Hatch 
Hollings 
Hutchinson 
Hutchison 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnson 
Kempthorne 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 

Lott 
Lugar 
Mack 
McCain 
McConnell 
Mikulski 
Moseley-Braun 
Moynihan 
Murkowski 
Murray 
Reed 
Reid 
Robb 
Roberts 
Rockefeller 
Roth 
Santorum 
Sarbanes 
Shelby 
Smith (OR) 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Torricelli 
Warner 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

NAYS—8 

Gramm 
Gregg 
Helms 

Inhofe 
Kyl 
Nickles 

Sessions 
Smith (NH) 

The conference report was agreed to. 
Mr. HARKIN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Iowa. 
Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, again I 

thank all Senators for their strong 
vote in support of this legislation. 
Hopefully now we can get it to the 
President, and get his signature, and 
again reassure farmers all over the 
country that they will be able to renew 
their crop insurance programs for next 
year. 

f 

INDIA’S NUCLEAR TESTS 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I under-
stand that the Senate is not on any 
legislation right now. I would like to 
take just a few minutes of the Senate’s 
time to talk about the disturbing 
events that happened in South Asia 
yesterday. 

Mr. President, to paraphrase a speech 
that President Roosevelt gave 57 years 
ago in the House Chamber, yesterday is 
a day that will live in infamy, for the 
Nation of India. At a time when world 
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